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PART I, .DECLARATION

Baldwin Park ROD

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Baldwin Park Operable Unit
San Gabriel Valley Area 2 Superfund Site
Los Angeles County, California

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action
for the Baldwin Park Operable Unit (OU), San Gabriel Valley
Superfund Sites, chosen in accordance with CERCLA as amended by
SARA and, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency
Plan. This decision is based on the administrative record for
this operable unit.

In a letter from Margaret Felts, Deputy Director, Site
Mitigation Program, Department of Toxic Substances Control, the
State of California concurred with EPA’s selected remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from
this site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD, may present animminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, welfare or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY

The Baldwin Park Operable Unit addresses a large area of
groundwater contamination in the San Gabriel Valley. Volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) are present in the groundwater
throughout a several mile long area, extending beneath the cities
of Azusa, Irwindale, and Baldwin Park. Six other operable units
address contamination in other portions of the San Gabriel Basin
(see Figure ROD-4).

The remedy will limit further migration of contaminated
groundwater to areas and depths that would benefit most from
additional protection, remove a significant mass of contamination
from the aquifer, and collect data necessary to determine final
clean up standards for the Baldwin Park area. The Baldwin Park
Operable Unit is classified as an interim action.

The selected remedy includes extraction of contaminated
groundwater at the downgradient end of two broad subareas of
contamination. The first of the two subareas is the lower area,
where concentrations of trichloroethene (TCE), tetrachloroethene
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Baldwin Park ROD

(PCE), carbon tetrachloride (CTC), or other contaminants are five
to I0 times Federal or State drinking water standards, and where
downgradient portions of the aquifer are significantly less
contaminated, The second area is the upper area, where
concentrations of PCE or TCE exceed 200 times drinking water
standards, indicating the presence of non-aqueousphase
contamination or other surface or subsurface sources of TCE, PCE,
CTC, or other contaminants that are acting as continuing sources
of dissolved-phase groundwater contamination.

The remedy includes extraction of contaminated groundwater
at locations and rates sufficient to capture contaminated
groundwater moving from the upperand lower areas of
contamination during all anticipated recharge conditions. EPA’s
analyses indicate that its remedial objectives will be
efficiently met by extracting approximately 19,000 gallons per
minute of contaminated groundwater as continuously as feasible.
The final decision on precise extraction rates and locations will
be made during remedial design. One or more existing groundwater
extraction wells may be used in the remedy.

The remedy includes treatment facilities needed to remove
TCE, PCE, CTC, and other contaminants from the extracted
groundwater by either or both of two proven treatment
technologies: liquid-phase granular activated carbon filtration
and air stripping (with offgas controls). Treatment technologies
will be determined during remedial design after additional
groundwater quality data are obtained. One or more existing
treatment facilities may be incorporated into the remedy.

The remedy includes pipelines, pump stations, and other
conveyance facilities needed to deliver the treated groundwater
to one or more uses or users. EPA’s preference is that treated
water be supplied to one or more water purveyors, possibly
including Metropolitan Water District of Southern california, for
distribution to their residential and business customers. The
final decision will be made after completion of the ROD depending
on the outcome of additional negotiations with potential
recipients of the treated water to identify recipients that can
be supplied at least cost with the fewest institutional
obstacles.

If water purveyors can accept water for most, but not all,
of the year, excess water may be piped to spreading basins and
flood control channels operated by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works for recharge into the aquifer. If
agreements cannot be reached with water purveyors, water may be
recharged year-round. If necessary, recharge location(s) will be
determined during remedial design.
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The remedy includes the installation and sampling of
groundwater monitoring wells, the sampling of existing monitoring
wells, measurement of groundwater elevations at monitoring and
production wells, and the measurement of other aquifer properties
to verify or refine plume boundaries, predict treatment facility
influent concentrations, and evaluate the effectiveness of the
remedy.

EPA will review this action every five years throughout the
interim remedy period.

EPA is the lead agency for this project and the Department

of Toxic Substances Control of the State of California
Environmental Protection Agency is the support agency.

DECLARATION

This interim action is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements directly associated with
this action and is cost effective. This action utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource
recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable for this
interim action. The statutory preference for remedies that
employ treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a
principal element will be addressed at the time of the final
response action. Subsequent actions are planned to fully address
the principal threats at the site.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances
remaining on-site above health-based levels, EPA shall conduct a
review, pursuant to CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.S.C. Section 9621,
at least once every five years after commencement of remedial
action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate
p~otection of human health and the environment.

~ Felici~Marcus //-
Regional Administrator

3/ Jh 
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Baldwin Park ROD

PART ~I. DECISION SUMMARy

This Decision Summary summarizes site-specific information
and analyses relevant to the selection of an interim remedy for
the Baldwin Park Operable Unit of the San Gabriel Valley Area 2
Superfund Site. The Decision Summary includes a description of
the nature and extent of contamination, a comparative analysis of
remedial alternatives (i.e., clean up options), a description of
the selected remedial alternative, and the rationale for the
selected remedy. The Decision Summary presents some of the same
information included in the Declaration (Part I), but in
significantly greater detail.

I. SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

Section 1.1 briefly describes the location and physical
characteristics of the San Gabriel Valley, including its
topography, geology, hydrology, land use, and water management
practices. Section 1.2 describes the Baldwin Park area in more
detail.

I.I The San Gabriel Valley= Location, Physical
Characteristics, and Water Management Practices

1.1.1 Location and Topography

The San Gabriel Valley is a suburban, largely developed
portion of Los Angeles County covering more than 170 square miles
(see Figure ROD-l). More than one million residents live in the
Valley, alongside a variety of commercial and industrial
operations.

The San Gabriel Mountains are a major geologic feature of
the region. They form the northern boundary of the San Gabriel
Valley, rising up to I0,000 feet in elevation. The Valley
surface is a broad piedmont plain, which slopes from the San
Gabriel Mountains southward towards a gap in the southern hills
known as the Whittier Narrows. The average slope of the valley
floor is about 65 feet per mile. Figure ROD-2 shows major
features of the area.

i.I.2 Surface water, Groundwater, and Water Management

Major surface water features in the San Gabriel Valley
include the San Gabriel River, tributaries to the San Gabriel
River, and spreading basins located to the river channels. The
San Gabriel River system drains a portion of the San Gabriel
~ountains. Surface flow in much of the San Gabriel River is
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intermittent; the river channel is often dry, except during
significant storm events and spring runoff.

Tributaries to the San Gabriel River present in the Baldwin
Park area include Big Dalton Wash, Little Dalton Wash, and Walnut
Creek. Much of the length of these tributaries has been l~ed
with concrete. As in the San Gabriel River, flow in the
tributaries is intermittent, limited to storm events or when the
channels are being used to transport water to recharge
facilities.

Los Angeles County operates two spreading basins in the
Baldwin Park area to increase recharge of the aquifer.
Groundwater producers in the San Gabriel Valley typically extract
more water than is "naturally" replenished; the overdraft is
replaced by "artificially" recharging water in the spreading
basins. The recharged water originates as local storm runoff or
is importedsurface water transported from Northern California
and the Colorado River. The two spreading basins are the large
Santa Fe Spreading Grounds, located in the northern part of the
Baldwin Park area along the San Gabriel River, and the smaller
Irwindale Spreading Grounds (ISG), located in the eastern portion
of the Baldwin Park area adjacent to Big Dalton Wash.

1.1.3 Water Rights and Water Management Institutions

The San Gabriel Basin aquifer underlies most of the San
Gabriel Valley. It stores an estimated three trillion gallons of
water and is the primary source of water for most of the Basin’s
one million residents. In the last 20 years, annual groundwater
extraction (pumping) in the Basin has ranged from approximately
59 to 78 billion gallons per year. A typical household uses 150
to 250 gallons per day.

Water resource management in the San Gabriel Basin is
governed by two court decisions resulting from intra- and inter-
basin conflicts over the use of water.

The first lawsuit, settled in 1964 as the Long Beach
Judgment, requires that the water users in the San Gabriel Basin
deliver an average of 98,415 acre-feet/year of usable water to
the downstream Central Basin. (One acre-foot equals 325,829
gallons~) The San Gabriel River Watermaster administers the

interbasin agreement.

The second lawsuit, settled in 1973 as the Alhambra
Judgment, allocates water rights within the San Gabriel Basin.
The Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster was established to
admin~her the Alhambra Judgment. This Judgment includes a
monetary assessment on those water purveyors pumping more than
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their annual share of the Op~ratlng Safe Yield, as set by the
Watermaster. Assessment fees are used to buy imported water for
basin replenishment.

Agencies which use or manage water in the Basin currently
includes 3 watermasters, 3 municipal water districts, the
Metropolitan Water District, the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality
Authority, 45 water purveyors, and 105 individual water-rights
holders. The role of the municipal districts is mainly to
provide supplemental water supplies from MetropolitanWater
District of Southern california (Metropolitan) or the State Water
Project (SWP). The water purveyors vary in size and type and
include investor-owned utilities, special districts, city water
departments, and small mutual water companies.

Water purveyors in the Baldwin Park area include the: City
of Azusa, CaliforniaDomestic Water Company, city of Glendora,
La Puente Valley County Water District, San Gabriel Valley Water
Company (SGVWC), Suburban Water Systems (Suburban), Valley County
Water District (VCWD), and others~

Purveyors in the basin have, for the most part, acted
independently in deciding where, when, or in what quantities they
pump groundwater. In 1991, due in large part to EPA and State
efforts, the Watermaster adopted rules to regulate water supply
actions that may affect the movement of contaminated groundwater
in the San Gabriel Basin. There is not yet a consensus on the
adequacy of Watermaster’s efforts to regulate water supply
actions in the Basin.

1.2 The Baldwin Park Area

The Baldwin Park Operable Unit (OU) addresses groundwater
contamination in and near the cities of Azusa, Irwindale, and
Baldwin Park, in the area EPA has designated as Remedial
Investigation (RI) Area 5 (Figure ROD-2). The approximate
location of this multiple square-mile area, referred to as the
"OU area" or "Baldwin Park area," is west of Azusa Avenue
(Highway 39), south of the San Gabriel Mountains, east of the San
Gabriel River, and north of Walnut Creek.

Nearly all of the Baldwin Park area is fully developed for
residential, commercial, and industrial use. The largest parcels
of open land are active and inactive gravel pits and the Santa Fe
Flood Control Basin.

The Sierra~qadre Fault system passes through the northern

portion of:the ~a~dwin Park area, generally east/west, near the
base of the’S~n~abriel Mountains. The system presents a low-
permeability barrier that limits groundwater movement southward
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from the San Gabriel Mountains. In the OU area, groundwater
levels north of the fault system are substantially higher than
those to the south.

The surficial geology of the Baldwin Park area is composed
of alluvial materials deposited by the San Gabriel River and its
tributaries. Braided stream deposits occur along River channels;
outcrops of stream channel deposits also occur along River
channels and major tributaries. Floodplain deposits and
undifferentiated alluvium cover the area between the stream
channels. The underlying sediments are derived from the
dominantly crystalline San Gabriel Mountains and are typically
coarse-grained (e.g., sand, gravel, and boulders). These
sediments are unconsolidated to partially consolidated non-marine
sediments of Recent and Pleistocene Age. They were deposited by
fluvial and geomorphic processes associated with the San Gabriel
River and its tributaries. Marine sediments, probably of
Pleistocene and Pliocene Age, underlie some of the non-marine
sediments and are included within the groundwater system.

The northern and central portions of the Baldwin Park area
consist almost entirely of massive gravel deposits. Lithologic
evaluations of well logs indicate gravel deposits greater than
500 feet in thickness in the northern portions of the Baldwin
Park area, mixed with i0- to 30-foOt-thick layers of clay and
gravelly clay further south. The thickness of alluvial sediments
is believed to range from a few hundred feet in the north to over
2,000 feet in the south.

Hydraulic conductivity estimates in the Baldwin Park area
are some of the highest in the basin. Aquifer test results from
seven locations yield hydraulic conductivity estimates between
about 270 and 5,000 ft/day. The highest estimates are for the
northern and central portion of the basin; lower values are
observed toward the southwestern and southeastern margins.
These high hydra~lic conductivity estimates indicate that very
large extraction volumes are required to create significant
changes in the flow of groundwater. Estimates of specific yield
are 0.i to 0.2, reflecting the coarse-grained materials in the
area.

Figure ROD-3 reprints a map prepared by the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) illustrating water
levels during fall 1990. The figure shows water level contours
drawn using data f£om 150 to 200 wells. (Groundwater flows in a
direction perpendicular bo groundwater level contours.) The
figure provides a shapshot of regional flow, but does not show
local-scale variations ~ groundwater flow caused by pumping,
recharge, or geoiu~ic :~ ?.is.
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Figure ROD-3 indicates that groundwater flow in the OU area
is generally towards the Whittier Narrows to the southwest. The
direction of flow can vary significantly from Figure ROD-3 (by
more than ninety degrees), however, particularly in the vicinity
of the Santa Fe Spreading Grounds during periods of significant
recharge.

An estimate of the average horizontal gradient in the
Baldwin Park area in the fall 1990 is approximately 0.002 foot
per foot (ft/ft), which is among the lowest in the basin
(estimate derived from Figure ROD-3). Deviations from this
regional estimate are expected to be greatest in the vicinity of
pumping wells, recharge areas, and faults. Vertical gradients
are not well known. At one location in the middle of the Baldwin
Park area where data are available on vertical gradients across
1300’ of the aquifer, gradients are low (< 0.004 ft/ft in
September 1991). Vertical gradients may be locally higher,
however, near pumping wells, geologic faults, and zones of
recharge, such as spreading basins.

The elevation of the water table in the Baldwin Park area
can vary significantly year to year, decreasing during dry years
and rapidly increasing during periods of above-average rainfall.
In the period 1982-1992, the groundwater level at the "Baldwin
Park Key Well" (identified in the Alhambra Judgment) began 1982

at approximately 240’, declined during subsequent drought years
to just under 200’ in 1991, then rebounded to over 250’ after the
two relatively wet years of 1991/92 and 1992/93. This
variability in water levels influences the movement of
contaminants and complicates the installation of shallow
monitoring wells (e.g., requiring relatively long-screened
intervals).

2. SITE HISTORYZ origins, Discovery, and Local Response to the
Groundwater Contamination

2.1 Origins and Discovery of the contamination

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), the contaminants
responsible for placement of portions of the San Gabriel Basin on
the National Priorities List (NPL), were apparently used in large
quantities at industrial facilities as early as the 1940s.
Throughout the 1940s, 50s, 60s, 70s, and 80s, carbon
tetrachloride (CTC), tetrachloroethene (PCE), trichlorQethene
(TCE) and other VOCs were used by hundreds of businesses in the
OU area for degreasing, as raw materials for automotive products,
by a solvent recycler, for chemical extractions, and for other
purposes. VOCs haveprobably been released to the ground by a
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combination of intentional disposal, careless handling during
loading and unloading, leaking tanks and piping, and other means.

The significant depth to water in most of the OU area (i00
to 400’ below ground surface) provides some sorptive capacity for
VOCs released to the soil. More importantly, however, the
absence of extensive fine-grained layers (e.g., clay or silt
layers) in the OU area increases the likelihood that contaminants
released to the subsurface will reach groundwater. Fine-grained

materials inhibit the downward movement ofcontaminants due to
their lower permeability and higher sorptive capacity.

VOCs may have reached the groundwater as early as the 1940s
or 1950s, but were not detected in groundwater until 1979 during
environmental monitoring activities conductedby AeroJet
Electrosystems near its facility in Azusa. In May 1984, four
areas of contamination were listed as San Gabriel Valley Areas
1-4 on EPA’s National Priorities List based on water quality
information available at the time of listing. Subsequent
investigation by EPA and others revealed widespread VOC
contamination. During the past 12years, more than two-thirds of
the 366 water supply wells (also known as production wells) for
which VOC data are available have shown detectable concentrations
of VOCs; about one-quarter of the 366 wells have shown
concentrations exceeding drinking water standards.

2.2 Remedial Investigation

EPA’S Remedial Investigation of the San Gabriel Basin began
in 1985 with a baslnwide groundwater sampling program known as
the Supplemental Sampling Program. In subsequent years, EPA
completed additional field sampling efforts, which have included
sampling of inactive water supply wells, depth-specific sampling
of water supply wells, and monitoring well installation and
sampling. The results of EPA’s sampling efforts are summarized
in numerous EPA documents:

Draft Technical Memorandum, Well Logging and Depth-Specific
Sampling, San Gabriel Area 5 Remedial Investigation... May
22, 1990.

Technical Memorandum, Sampling of Existing Wells, San
Gabriel Area 5 Remedial Investigation. June 25, 1991.

Technical Memorandum, Well Logging and Depth-Specific
Sampling, San Gabriel Area 5 Remedial Investigation.
December 2, 1991.

ii
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Interim Report of Remedial Investigations, San Gabriel
Basin... July 1992. (This report summarizes sampling
activities up through 1989.)

Technical Memorandum, Sampling of Existing Wells--Second
Round, San Gabriel Area 5 Remedial Investigation. July
1992.

Technical Memorandum, Area 5 Monitoring Well Installation
and Sampling, San Gabriel Area 5 Remedial Investigation~..
October 26, 1992.

EPA’s Remedial Investigation has included the compilation
and analysis of data collected by individual water purveyors,
business and property owners, and the Main San Gabriel Basin
Watermaster. Individual water purveyors regularly sample more
than 50 water supply wells in the Baldwin Park area in accordance
with Federal and State drinking water requirements. Individual
businesses and property owners have installed nnd sampled more
than 25 groundwater monitoring wells in facility-specific
investigations in the Baldwin Park area, most of which are
overseen by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Regional Board). EPA works cooperatively with the Regional
Board to set investigation priorities and provide assistance at
individual sites as needed. The Main San Gabriel Basin
Watermaster has also sampled several inactive water supply wells
in the Baldwin Park area.

EPA has summarized and analyzed the results of the Remedial
Investigation, making use of data collected by EPA and others, in
the Baldwin Park Operable Unit Feasibility Study Report, dated
April 2, 1993.

2.3 Local Response to the Contamination

EPA has not implemented any remedial actions in the Baldwin
Park area, but water purveyors and local agencies have
implemented or plan to implement projects that contribute or will
contribute to EPA’s remedial objectives.

As the contaminated groundwater has spread and existing
water supply wells have become contaminated, water purveyors have
installed treatment facilities and responded in a variety of
other ways to satisfy their obligations to supply water meeting
State and Federal drinking water standards. Some purveyors have
shut down wells. In other cases they have been able to continue
to operate contaminated wells by pumping wells intermittently, at
reduced rates, or by blending contaminated water with better
quality water from other wells. In other cases, they have
drilled wells deeper or installed new wells in search of cleaner
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water, acquired water from other San Gabriel Basin water
purveyors, or purchased imported water. More recently, as other
options become less feasible and more costly, purveyors have
installed wellheadtreatment systems.

In the OU area, purveyors have made use of all of these
options to respond to the contamination. The Valley County Water
District (VCWD) has shut down four wells and installed wellhead
treatment facilities at three others; the San Gabriel Valley
Water company (SGVWC) has shut down wells, deepened existing
wells, drilled new deep wells, used blending, andinstalled
wellhead treatment; Suburban Water Systems has blended and
installed new deeper wells; and the City of Glendora has
purchased additional imported water. Although more than 12
existing water supply wells have become contaminated in the area,
the Baldwin Park area continues to serve as a significant source
of drinking water. Periodic monitoring ensures that drinking
water supplied to consumers meets EPA and State drinking water
standards.

Three water purveyors (VCWD, SGVWC, and La Puente Valley
County Water District) have funded treatment projects in the
Baldwin Park area. The State Water Resources Control Board and
the California Department of Toxic Substances Control have
contributed funding for two other treatment facilities. State
funding has been provided to the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality
Authority, which has overseen the construction of a second Valley
County Water District treatment facility (at the Arrow Highway
well) and, as of March 1994, is preparing to begin construction
of another treatment project at the Big Dalton well. IS
constructed and operated as planned, the project at the Big
Dalton well site may partially satisfy EPA’s remedial objectives
in the Baldwin Park area. The Authority’s planned project would
result in the extraction and treatment of 2,000 to 3,000 gallons
per minute (gpm) of contaminated groundwater, a small but
significant portion of the approximately 19,000 gpm of extraction
that EPA’s studies indicate may be needed.

Water purveyors’ response to the contamination has been
driven by their need to supply safe drinking water to their
customers. Initially, some purveyor actions (e.g., relocating
wells from contaminated to clean areas) may have marginally
contributed to the spread of contamination in the aquifer, but
more recent actions (e.g., the installation of treatment)
contribute to the cleanup. Still, EPA does not believ~ that
actions by water purveyors provide an adequate, cumulative
response to the contamination. The limitations of installing
treatment only at existing water supply wells after the
contamination has spread (occasionally termed wellhead treatment)

13
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are described further in Section 7 of this document (Summary of
Site Risks).

3. ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

EPA began its enforcement efforts in the Baldwin Park area
in approximately 1985 with searches for and evaluations of
historical Federal, State, and local records on chemical usage,
handling, and disposal.

In 1985, the california Regional water Quality Control Board
(Regional Board) began its Well Investigation Program (WIP) to
identify the sources of groundwater contamination detected in
water supply wells. In 1989, EPA entered into a cooperative
agreement with the Regional Board to expand the WIP program, in
order to assist EPA in determining the nature and extent of the
sources of the groundwater contamination in the Baldwin Park area
and other portions of the San Gabriel Valley, and to identify
responsible parties. The cooperative agreement has been renewed
annually. Regional Board staff directly oversee facility-
specific investigations in the Baldwin Park area; EPA’s role has
been to help fund the Regional Board, help set priorities, and,
as needed, to intervene in individual investigations to obtain
information, evaluate claims of inability to pay, and threaten or
use Federal enforcement authority toensure that necessary
investigation work is promptly completed.

As of october 1995, the Regional Board has, in the Baldwin
Park area, sent chemlcal use questionnaires to more than 1,600
facilities; inspected more than 600 of these facilities; directed
mor~ than 70 facilities to investigate potential soil or soil gas
contamination; and directed approximately 17 facilities to
investigate groundwater contamination. EPA has used its
authority to request information (CERCLA section 104(e)) to
supplement the Regional Board’s efforts by sending information
requests and evaluating responses from more than 150 current and

historical property owners and businesses.

Concurrent with source identification efforts, EPA carried
out a fund-lead Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) (i.e., using funding from the Superfund trust fund),
rather than through enforcement action. In the RI/FS, EPA
supplemented data generated during facility-s~cific
investigations with regional information on the nature and extent

of contamination.

A subset of the 70+ facilities investigating contamination

in the Baldwin Park area are believed to be contributors to ~
groundwater contamination. EPA has sent General Notice of

14
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Liability for the Baldwin Park Operable Unit to approximately 110

owners and/or operators, representing 20 to 25 contaminated
parcels. Most of the General Notice letters were sent in three
mailings: in May 1990, September 1990, and August 1993.

EPA anticipates issuing special notice for the Baldwin Park
Operable Unit in 1994 to a subset of recipients of General
Notice. EPA has begun discussions with individual Potentially
Responsible Parties (PRPs) and the San Gabriel Basin Industry
Coalition (representing multiple PRPs) in an effort to speed the
start of clean up work in the Baldwin Park area. To date,
however, no Administrative Orders on Consent or consent Decrees
have been attempted or reached, and no Unilateral Administrative
Orders (UA0s) have been issued, to or with PRPs in the Baldwin
Park area. One Baldwin Park area PRP, the Aerojet Gencorp,
agreed in 1990 to pay $554,678.59 associated with investigating
Aerojet’s Azusa, California facility in partial settlement of EPA
past costs.

Enforcement efforts in other parts of the San Gabriel Valley
Superfund Sites include a Consent Order reached in September 1993
with 42 PRPs for the Puente Valley Operable Unit (see Figure ROD-
4). In addition, as of March 1994, four parties in the Puente
Valley and E1 Monte Operable Units of the San Gabriel Valley have
been issued UAOs for Remedial Investigation. Work required by
one of the UAOs is complete; work required by two of the UAOs is
in progress; and work required by the fourth UAO is expected to
begin soon.

4. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The Proposed Plan for the Baldwin Park Operable Unit, in the
form of n fact sheet, was distributed in May 1993 to more than
2,000 parties on EPA’s mailing list for the San Gabriel Valley
Superfund Sites. Additional copies of the Proposed Plan were
distributed to water purveyors and to Baldwin Park area
businesses known to have subsurface contamination. The Proposed
Plan, together with the Baldwin Park Operable Unit Feasibility
Study, were also made available in the San Gabriel Valley at the
West Covina Public Library, the office of the Upper San Gabriel
Valley Municipal Water District in E1 Monte, and the office of
the San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District in Azusa,
California. The entire Administrative Record File, containing
these two documents and other documents considered or relied upon
in developing the Proposed Plan, is available at the West Covina
Public Library and at EPA’s Regional Office in San Francisco.

Notice of a public meeting, availability of the Proposed
Plan and Feasibility Study, and the announcement of a 30 day

15
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public comment period were published in the San Gabriel Valley
Tribune newspaper on May 7, 1993. EPA also issued a press
release announcing the Proposed Plan on May 7, 1993. In
addition, the Los Angeles Times and San Gabriel Valley Tribune
newspapers published articles about the remedial investigation,
feasibility study, and Proposed Plan.

A public meeting was held on May 20, 1993 in the Baldwin
Park City council Chambers to discuss EPA’s clean up plans. At
this meeting, EPA representatives made a brief presentation of

the Proposed Plan, answered questions, and solicited comments
from members of the public. A response to comments received
during the public meeting is included in the Baldwin Park OU
Responsiveness Summary, which is included as Part III of this
Record of Decision (ROD).

EPA extended the public comment period twice in response to
requests for extensions from members of the public. A public
notice printed in the San Gabriel Valley Tribune on June 12, 1993
extended the original 30 day public comment period to 60 days.
Another notice printed in the San Gabriel Valley Tribune on July
15, 1993 extended the public comment period to 91 days. The
public comment period closed on August 12, 1993. EPA received
more than 400 written comments from 26 individuals or entities,
as well as a three hour videotape. These comments and EPA’s
responses to these comments are summarized in Part III of this
ROD.

other community relations activities have included extensive
consultation with local water purveyors, State and local
agencies, and local groups and individuals potentially affected
by EPA’s planned action in the Baldwin Park area, including
participation at numerous public meetings attended by
representatives of more than a dozen state and local agencies and
members of the public. These public meetings have typically been
held bimonthly or quarterly, from 1990 through late 1993. EPA
representatives have also made presentations to interested
groups, including the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority
Public Advisory Group and the Superfund Working Information Group
(SWIG). In addition to the Baldwin Park Proposed Plan fact
sheet, EPA has issued fourteen fact sheets between 1986 and 1993
describing investigation and clean up activities throughout the
San Gabriel Valley.

This decision document presents the selected remedial action
for the Baldwin Park Operable Unit in Los Angeles County,
California, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as amendedby SARA,
and, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan.
The decision for this site is based on the Administrative Record.
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5. SCOPE AND ROLE OP THE OPERP~LE UI~IT

.There are four areas of groundwate~ contamination in the San
Gabriel Basin listed on the National Priorities List (NPL). They
are San Gabriel Valley Area i, San Gabriel Valley Area 2, San
Gabriel Valley Area 3, and San. Gabriel Valley Area 4.

The Baldwin Park Operable Unit is one of seven operable
units initiated by EPA to date (see Figure ROD-4). The OU
addresses groundwater contamination extending across the cities
of Azusa, Irwindale, and Baldwin Park, corresponding to the San
Gabriel Valley Area 2 NPL site. Other OUs address groundwater

contamination in one or more of the other three NPL areas of the
Basin.

The available data indicate the presence of groundwater
contamination in the Baldwin Park area far in excess of drinking
water standards (demonstrating a need for action) and are
sufficient to determine the approximate size and locations of the
needed action (allowing specification of the remedy). EPA
believes that the available data are sufficient to select a
remedy that will meet EPA’s remedial objectives, described in
Section Eight of this ROD. EPA is confident that the OU
represents a significant step toward complete clean up of the
area and will not be inconsistent with, or preclude
implementation of, a final remedy. EPA has not yet selected a
final remedy for the San Gabriel Valley Superfund sites, but the
final remedy is expected to include, at a minimum, limiting
contaminant migration in and/or from the Baldwin Park area, the
Puente Valley, and other highly contaminated areas of the basin.

The Baldwin Park OU is classified as an interim action to
reflect the possibility that additional projects in the Baldwin
Park area may be needed. EPA will use information collected
during operation of the selected remedy to help determine the
need for additional actions and the nature of the final remedy.
Among the critical decisions to be made are: the need for and
extent of cleanup of soll contamination in the vadose zone (i.e.,
above the water table); how to address lower levels of
groundwater contamination which may remain after the remedy is
implemented; and the feasibility of complete restoration of all
or portions of the site.

EPA has initiated six other operable units in the San
Gabriel Valley in addition to the Baldwin Park OU. Three of the
six projects, the Richwood, Whittier Narrows, and Suburban Water
Systems Bartolo Wellfield operable Units, resulted in the
construction of a carbon adsorption treatment facility for the
Richwood Mutual Water Company and installation of monitoring
wells in the Whittier Narrows/Suburban Water Systems area; The
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other projects are in the planning or investigation stages. They
are the Puente Valley operable Unit (addressing groundwater
contamination in the cities of Industry and La Puente), the Z1
Monte Operable Unit, and the South E1 Monte Operable Unit.

Record of Decision (ROD) documents were signed for the
Richwood and suburban Water Systems Operable Units in 1984, 1987,
1988, and 1993. The ROD for the Whittier Narrows Operable Unit
was signed inMarch 1993. The Whittier Narrows OU ROD and the
Suburban Water Systems OUAmended ROD both conclude that
treatment facilities are not now needed, but call for continued
monitoring.

As of February, 1994, ROD documents have not been signed for
the Puente Valley, E1 Monte, or South E1 Monte areas. In
September 1993, EPA reached an agreement with Puente Valley area
PRPs to complete a detailed investigation and evaluation of
cleanup options for groundwater contamination in the Puente
Valley. EPA is currently evaluating existing water quality data
in the E1 Monte and South E1 Monte areas to determine the need
for additional remedial investigation in these areas

6. SUMMARY OF BALDWIN PARK OPERABLE UNIT CHARACTERISTICS

Figure ROD-5 presents a simplified, smoothed picture of the
extent of groundwater contamination in 1993 in the OU area and in
other areas of the San Gabriel Basin. The most prevalent
contaminants in the Baldwin Park area are the solvents TCE, PCE,
and CTC.

TCE, PCE, or CTC have been detected in more than one dozen
water supply wells in the Baldwin Park area at concentrations
exceeding Federal and State drinking water standards. The
contaminated wells are scattered across a five to iO square mile

area. EPA and the State have set safe levels for TCE and PCE in
drinking water at 5 parts per billion (ppb); the state standard
for CTC is 0.5 ppb. Other VOCs detected above State and/or

Federal standards in the Baldwin Park area include: 1,2-
dichloroethane (I,2-DCA); l,l-dichloroethene (I,I-DCE); l~l-
dichloroethane (I,I-DCA), cis-l,2-dichloroethene (cis-l,2-DCE),
trans-l,2-dichloroethene (trans-l,2-DCE), l,l,l-trichloroethane
(I,I,I-TCA), and chloroform. Table ROD-I presents a list of VOCs
detected in soil, soil gas, or groundwater in the Baldwin Park
area. VOCs include contaminants detectable with EPA analytical

methods 502.1, 503.1, 524.1, or 524.2. In addition, nitrate, an
inorganic contaminant, has been detected at significant
concentrations in groundwater at or near the proposed ext/~action
areas, approaching the drinking water standard of 45 milligrams

- per liter (mg/l). Nitrate concentrations upgradient of proposed
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extraction areas are ~ignifioantlyhigher, exceeding 45 mg/l over
a large area and exceeding 90 mg/l northeast of the Baldwin Park
area.

Figures ROD-6, ROD-7, and ROD-8 illustrate the lateral
extent of groundwater contamination for TCE, CTC, and nitrate.
Assumptions and simplifications made in preparing Figures ROD-6
and ROD-7 include: the figures aggregate data over a 15 month
period; they aggregate data collected from over I00 wells that
vary in the number and depth of perforated intervals; contaminant
contours included in the figures are interpreted in areas where
no wells are present; and the figures do not delineate individual
plumes that may be present within the areas of contamination
shown in the figure. Figure ROD-8 aggregates nitrate data over a
3 year period (nitrate has been sampled less frequently than
VOCs).

Figure ROD-9 presents one of several possible
interpretations of the vertical extent of TCE contamination,
based on depth-specific sampling data.

The groundwater contamination appears to be the result of
multiple sources, located mostly in the city of Azusa. Also see
Section 11.2.

7. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

As part of its evaluation of the need for action, EPA has
completed a preliminary assessment of the risks that could result
if no action is taken to address the groundwater contamination in
the Baldwin Park area (the baseline risk assessment). Interim
remedial actions do not require a completed baseline risk
assessment, although enough information must be available to
demonstrate that action is necessary to stabilize the site,
prevent further degradation, or achieve significant risk
reduction quickly (Preamble to the NCP Final Rule, 55 Federal
Register 8704).

The preliminary risk assessment estimates potential, not
act~lal, risk. The risk estimates are based on the unlikely
assumption that Federal and State drinking water standards are
DgJl enforced, in which case residents of the Baldwin Park: area
could be served contaminated groundwater extracted from within or
near the OU area of contamination without treatment. This is
only anassumption; groundwater served to consumers is currently
believed tosatisfy all enforceable drinking water standards.

The risk assessment estimates human health and environmental
risP ~.tbat could result from exposure to contaminated ground-
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water. Vadose zone remediation as not a goal of the interim
action, therefore, exposure to contaminated soil or soil gas are
not addressed an this preliminary risk assessment.

The risk assessment includes four steps:

7.1 Identification of Chemicals of Potential concern
{COPC):

This step involves the identification of the chemicals found
in the groundwater in the OU area whose presence may contribute
to risk. EPA selected as COPC contaminants detected in
groundwater during EPA-sponsored sampling of two monitoring wells
and 14 production wells in the Baldwin Park OU area between
September 1990 and September 1991. Seventeen VOCs were detected
in groundwater from the OU area. The contaminants, average
concentrations, and upper 95th confidence limits are presented in
Table ROD-2.

7.2 Exposure Assessment:

Two exposure pathways (routesby which the contamination can
enter the body) are considered in the risk assessment: ingestion
of contaminated groundwater and inhalation of VOCs released from
the water into the household air during showering, bathing,
cooking, or other routes. Exposure could also occur through the
transport of VOCs from groundwater through soil and into ambient
air or into the foundation of a building. Any exposure through
soil is assumed to be insignificant because the depth to
groundwater is greater than 100 feet. Dermal absorption (through
skin contact) of contaminants was also considered but is believed
to present a zero or insignificant risk.

The potentially exposed populations are residents and
workers in the ou area and individuals visiting the Santa Fe Dam
Recreation Lake. The maximally exposed population is assumed to
be residents exposed to contaminated groundwater used for
domestic purposes.

The monitoring data and assumptions used to characterize
exposure point concentrations are analytical results from EPA-
sponsored sampling of 15 of 16 wells in the Baldwin Park area
between september 1990 and Septembe~ 1991. Arithmetic mean
chemical concentration are calculated to evaluate groundwater
exposures for the average exposure scenario; the 95 percent upper
confidence lim~;~ on the arithmetic mean of the data set is used
for the reasonable maximum exposure scenario. These calculations
assume complctz ",lending of groundwater from the 15 wells. The
blended conceAL .tion estimates are significantly less than the
average or mm:-~=,°m concentrations measured at selected wells.
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For example, the blended arithmetic mean and upper 95th
confidence limit concentrations for TCE are 55.1 and 96.9
microgram/liter, respectively. The average and maximum
concentrations at one well (well no. 01902169) are 335 and 450
microgram/liter.

If a chemical is not detected in a particular sample, but is
detected in other groundwater samples in the same well or in
another well in the OU area, a value equal to 1/2 the detection
limit is used to estimate the exposure concentration. In cases
where duplicate samples have been taken, the sample and duplicate
results are averaged before summary statistics are calculated.
It is assumed that the concentration remains constant for the
duration of the exposure period.

Major exposure assumptions are summarizedbelow. The dose
from inhalation of VOCs is assumed to be equivalent to the dose
from ingestion of 2 liters/day.

. _                       Exposure Factors

Intake Value (Adult)

Reasonable
Parameter Average ,. Maximum

Ingestion Rate 2 liter/day 2 liter/day

Body Weight 70 kg 70 kg

Exposure Frequency 350 days/year 350 days/year
Exposure Duration 9 years 30 years
Years in Lifetime 70 years 70 years

7.3 Toxicity Assessment:

An individual’s response to a contaminant depends on the
dose and the contaminant’s toxicity. The risk assessment makes
use of quantitative information on the toxicity (i.e., the dose-
response relationship) of each of the contaminants of concern.
Table ROD-3 presents the toxicity factors, which take the form of
reference doses (RfDs) for noncarcinogenic effects and cancer
slope factors (CSFs) fo~ carcinogenic effects. Both RfDs and
CSFs are specific to the exposure route.

Cancer slope fact,_?s have been developed by EPA’s
Carcinogenic Assessment Group for estimating excess lifetime
cancer risks associateu4ith exposure to potential carcinogenic
chemicals. CSFs, which are expressed in units of (mg/kg-day)-I,

21

Appendix B, page 52



Baldwin Park ROD

are multipliedby the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen,
in mg/kg-day, to provide a conservative, upper-bound estimate of
the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with the exposure.
Underestimation of the actual cancer risk is highly unlikely,
Cancer slope factors incorporate uncertainty factors to account
for the use of animal data to predict effects on humans and other
uncertainties.

Reference doses (RiDs) have been developed by EPA for
indicating the potential for adverse health effects from exposure
to chemicals exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects (e.g., harm to
the liver). RiDs, which are expressed in units of mg/kg-day, are
estimates of lifetime daily exposure levels for humans, including
sensitive individuals, which are likely to be without an
appreciable risk of deleterious effects du~ing a lifetime;
Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental media (e.g.,
the amount of a chemical ingested from contaminated drinking
water) can be compared to the RiD. As with CSFS, RiDs
incorporate uncertainty factors and are unlikely to underestimate
the potential for adverse effects.

A modified RiD approach is used-to estimate the cancer risk
potential from oral exposure to I,I-DCE due to its weak evidence
of carcinogenicity. The modified RiD is estimated by dividing
the oral RiD by an additional safety factor of I0.

7.4 R~man Health Risk Charaoterizatlon

The last portion of the risk assessment integrates the
toxicity and exposure assessments to estimate the potential risks
to human health from exposure to site chemicals. The risk
assessment examines three measures of human health risk: cancer
risk, non-cancer effects, and groundwater concentrations in
relation to drinking water standards. Also included is a summary
of limitations of the data and methodology used in the risk
assessment

7.4.1 Potential Carcinogenic Effects

The potential for carcinogenic effects is evaluatedby
estimating excess lifetime cancer risk, which is the probability
of developing cancer during one’s lifetime over the background
probability of developing cancer (i.e., if no exposure to site
contaminants occurred). Excess lifetime cancer risks are
determined by multiplying the intake level by the cancer potency
factor. These risks are probabilities that are generally
expressed in scientific notation (e.g., ixl0-G or IE-6). An
excess lifetime cancer risk of Ixl0-6 indicates that, as a
plausible upper bound, an ind~v~4ual has a one in one million
chance of developing cancer as ~ result of site-related exposure
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to a carcinogen over a 70 year lifetime under the specific
exposure conditions at a site. The probability of developing
cancer from all causes in California is approximately250,000out
of 1,000,000 people (i in 4). A risk of 1 out of 1,000,000 means
that one additional person out of a group of 1,000;000 people
could develop cancer as a result of the chemical exposure.

Because of the methods used to estimate CSFs, the excess
lifetime cancer risks estimated in this preliminary risk
assessment should be regarded as upper bounds on the potential
cancer risks rather than an accurate representation of the true
cancer risk. The actual risk could be as low as zero.
Carcinogenic risks are assumed to be additive within a route of
exposure. Any synergistic or antagonistic interactions are not
considered.

In the Baldwin Park Risk Assessment, EPA predicts that if
contaminated groundwater were used as a drinking water source
without treatment, as many as 60 out of 1,000,000 (6 x 10-~)

persons may develop cancer during their lifetimes (based on the
Reasonable Maximum Exposure). The risk was incorrectly reported
as 30 out of 1,000,000 (3 x i0-5) in the Proposed Plan. The
excess lifetime cancer risk for average residential exposure
through domestic use of groundwater is estimated as i0 out of
1,000,000 (i x 10-5). EPA generally considers excess cancer
risks greater than I00 out of a million to be unacceptable.

Table ROD-4 shows carcinogenic risks associated with each
contaminant of concern and each exposure pathway. The estimated
excess lifetime cancer risk for reasonable maximum exposure from
tap water is 3 x i0-~ for ingestion exposures (incorrectly
reported as 4 x 10-5 in Table ROD-4) and 3 x 10-5 for inhalation
exposures.

Since completion of the risk assessment, the inhalation
slope factor for TCE has been revised downward from 0.017
mg/kg/day"I to 0.006 mg/kg/day"I. Use of the revised slope factor
would reduce the estimated excess lifetime cancer risk for
reasonable maximum exposure from 6 x 10-5 to 5 x i0-5.

The major chemical contributors to the estimated lifetime
cancer risk based on reasonable maximum exposure are PCE and TCE,
with estimated risks of 1 x i0"S and 2 x 10"~ (assuming the
revised TCE slope factor).

7.4.2 Potential Noncanoor ~ffaots

Potential concern for noncarcinogenic effects of a single
contaminant in a single medium is n.=!.-,~s~ed as the Hazard
Quotient (HQ), the ratio of the estim/l.~d intake derived from the
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contaminant concentration ina given medium to the contaminant,s
reference dose. When the hazard quotient significantly exceeds
one (i.e., intake significantly exceeds RfD), there is potential
for health concern. A Hazard Index (HI) can be generated by
adding the HQs for all contaminants within a medium or across all
media to which a given population may reasonably be exposed, The
HI provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential
significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a single
medium or across media. The method assumes dose additivity.

When the HI exceeds one, there is a potential for health
risk. If a single HQ exceeds one, the HI will exceed one. The
HI can also exceed one even if no single chemical intake exceeds
its RfD.

In the Baldwin Park Risk Assessment, EPA estimates the non-
cancer Hazard Index from reasonable maximum exposure to
groundwater in the Baldwin Park 0U area as 1.8, assuming that
contaminated groundwater will be served to consumers without
treatment (incorrectly reported as 0.9 in the Proposed Plan).
The total HI, based on an average exposure scenario, is i.

Non-cancer effects associated with each contaminant of
concern and each exposure pathway are summarized in Table ROD-5.
Noncarcinogen exposure levels do not exceed the RfDs for
individual COPC. The major chemical contributors to the overall
noncancer Hazard Index based on reasonable maximum ingestion and
inhalation exposures are TCE with an estimated Hazard Index of
0.8, I,I-DCE with an estimated Hazard Index of 0.4, and carbon
tetrachloride with an estimated Hazard Index of 0.2.

7.4.3 Contaminant Conoentrations in Relation to
Drinking Water Standards

The third measure of risk examined in the risk assessment is
contaminant concentrations in groundwater in the Baldwin Park
area in relation to drinking water standards (the lower of the
State or Federal Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for each
contaminant). The comparison assumes that the contaminated water
is delivered directly to local residents without treatment. The
comparison shows unacceptably high concentrations of TCE, PCE,
CTC, I,I-DCE, 1,2-DCA, and cis-l,2-DCE. The highest TCE
concentrations at Baldwin Park area wells are more than i00 times
safe levels; the average TCE concentration for recent sampling of
15 Baldwin Park area wells is approximately 10 times safe levels.

The bases for EPA’s decision to take action are the amount
by which groundwater concentrations in the Baldwin Park area
exceed acceptable levels, migration of the contamination into
clean and less contaminated areas, and the importance of the san
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Gabriel Basin as a source of drinking water. EPA believes that
remedial action is necessary even though the carcinogenic risk
levels do not exceed i00 in a million.

Table ROD-6 summarizes uncertainties associated with ~his
preliminary risk assessment. One critical assumption is the use
of average (i.e., blended) chemical concentrations measured at 15
different wells. A risk estimate that assumes exposure to
groundwater produced at the more highly contaminated wells

(rather than the blended concentrations assumed in the risk
assessment) would be higher.

In conclusion, actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from this site, if not addressed by implementing the
response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the
environment.

7.5 Health Risk Characterization, Environmental Risks

The risk assessment also includes an evaluation of
ecological (non human-health) impacts.

significant impacts to potential environmental receptors are
unlikely since most of the Baldwin Park area is developed (i.e.,
paved) and the primary exposure pathway is via ~ontaminated
groundwater. There are few environmental receptors present since
urbanization has destroyed most wildlife habitat.

One of the only possible environmental exposure pathways is
if significant VOC contamination reached the Santa Fe Dam
Recreation Lake. PCE and TCE have been detected at production
well 08000070 used to fill the man-made lake, although at low
concentrations of less than i microgram/liter. No effects are
expected since concentrations which may affect aquatic life are
significantly higher. The National Ambient Water Quality
Criterion (AWQC) for chronic effects resulting from exposure to
PCE is 840 microgram/liter. There is no chronic AWQC for TCE.

Of greater potential significance is the presence of
riparian and upland vegetation around the lake, and any
construction or operating impacts on the vegetation. One plant
community, Riversidian sage scrub, is considered to be a
sensitive biological resource. The Riversidian sage sccub plant
community is dominated by plant species that potentially provide
habitat for a variety of animal species. Two special-status
species, the California gnatcatcher and San Diego horne6 lizard,
potentially occur in this habitat type.
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8 . DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The remedial objectives of the Baldwin Park OU, which guided
thedevelopment and evaluation of the remedial alternatives, are:

... to prevent future increases in, and begin to reduce,
concentrations of all VOCs in groundwater in the Baldwin
Park area by limiting further migration of contaminated
groundwater into clean and less contaminated areas or depths
that would benefit most from additional protection and by
removing contamination from the aquifer.

The Baldwin Park OU is an interim action. Accordingly, the
remedy does not include in situ (i.e., in the aquifer)
remediation standards or a restoration timeframe.

Portions of the aquifer that would benefit most from
additional protection include: (i) areas downgradient of
residual subsurface contamination (e.g., dense non-aqueous phase
liquids (DNAPLs) or other non-aqueous phase contamination) that
are clean or contaminated only by dissolved-phase contamination;

and (ii) clean or less contaminated areas with active water
supply wells, downgradient of more highly contaminated areas.

EPA interpreted the remedial objectives to require, at a
minimum, groundwater extraction in two areas. Each of the four
cleanup alternatives (Alternatives 1-4) evaluated in the Baldwin
Park Operable unit Feasibility Study includes the construction
and operation of new groundwater extraction wells in two or three
areas, treatment facilities to remove VOCs from groundwater
(assumed, in the FS, to be air stripping with vapor phase
granular activated carbon), pipelines and related conveyance
facilities to deliver the treated water, and groundwater
monitoring. Selected existing facilities may also be used. The
differences between cleanup alternatives are in project size and
recipient of the treated water. EPA also evaluated a no action
alternative.

Existing beneficial uses of the San Gabriel Basin aquifer

include municipal and domestic supply (defined in California
water quality standards as "uses of water for community,
military, or individual water supply systems including, but not
limited to, drinking water supply").

The following sections describe the No Action Alternative
and the four action alternatives.

8.1 The No Action Alternative
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A NO Action Alternative (more accurately described as a No
Active Response Alternative since it includes installation and
sampling of monitoring wells) provides a baseline for comparison
of other cleanup alternatives. In a No Action Alternative, no
action is taken to limit contaminant migration beyond actions
already taken by water purveyors or local agencies such as the
San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority. TheNo Action
Alternative would include a monitoring program to provide early
warning of increasing contaminant concentrations at existing,
active water supply wells downgradient of the Baldwin Park area
of contamination.    Three clusters of production wells are active
within approximately 1 mile of the downgradient end of the ou
area of contamination (San Gabriel Valley Water Company’s B4 and
B6 well clusters and La Puente Valley County Water District,s
well cluster), but two of the three clusters are located within
several hundred feet of each other. For cost-estimating
purposes, it is assumed that three new monitoring wells would be
required to meet the objectives of the monitoring program. The
cost of constructing the monitoring wells would be approximately
$ 0.4 million in initial, capital costs and less than $ 0.i
million in annual sampling costs.

The monitoringprogram would provide data to help predict
when contaminants in downgradient production wells may increase
to levels requiring installation of new wellhead treatment or

modification of existing wellhead treatment facilities.

8.2 Remedial Alternative No. it Extract, Treat, and
Distribute Approximately 19,000 gpm of Groundwater to San Gabriel
Valley Water Purveyors

8.2.1 Extraction Loaations and Rates

Alternative 1 calls for extraction of groundwater from two
broad areas of contamination (referred to as the upper and lower
areas). Figure ROD-10 showsthe two areas marked approximate
extraction well locations. The precise locations of the new
extraction wells and treatment facilities would be determined
during the remedial design phase of the project, after the
installation and interpretation of data from new groundwater
monitoring wells. The remedy may use two existing groundwater
extraction wells and aplanned wellhead treatment system if,
during remedial design, EPA determines that they are suitably
located, if agreements can be reached for their use, a~d if they
meet other requirements of this Record of Decision.

EPA’s computer simulations of groundwater flow and particle
movement indicate that approximately 19,000 gpm of water must be
extracted to meet EPA’s objectives of controlling contaminant
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migration. EPA’s analyses indicate that approximately 10,500 gpm
of groundwater must be extracted more or less continuously in the
lower area; approximately 8,500 gpm of groundwater must be
extracted in the upper area. These extraction rates would limit
contaminant migration out of the upper and lower areas of
contamination (i.e., to capture or contain the areas of
contamination).

Extraction in the lower area would limit further migration
of groundwater contaminated with VOCs at concentrations
approximately five to l0 times drinking water standards.
Sampling results from two locations in 1989 - 1992 show average
TCE concentrations between 40 and 50 ppb (the MCL for TCE is 5
ppb). Actual concentrations vary month to month and year to
year. EPA sampling at a third location has shown average CTC
concentrations of 12 ppb (the MCL for CTC is 0.5 ppb).
Concentrations of TCE and CTC downgradient of the lower area are
significantly lower.

Extraction in the upper area would limit further migration
of groundwater containing VOCs at concentrations more than 200
times safe levels (e.g., more than 1,000 ppb TCE or PCE, or more
than i00 ppb 1,2-DCA). The highest concentration measured at a
monitoring well in the upper area exceeds 30,000 ppb PCE.
Extraction in the upper area would help prevent highly
contaminated areas adjacent to the likely sources of the
groundwater contamination from moving into less contaminated
downgradient areas, increasing the likelihood that downgradient
areas could eventually be restored. Extraction in both the upper
and lower areas would significantly reduce contaminant
concentrations throughout the Baldwin Park area, although the
rate and magnitude of the reduction are difficult to predict.

8°2°2 Treatment

After the contaminated groundwater is pumped above-ground,
it would be piped to treatment facilities capable of removing
VOCs from groundwater. Contaminant concentrations in the treated
water would meet State or Federal Maximum Contaminant Levels for
VOCs, whichever are more stringent. Initial studies completed by
EPA indicate that the most efficient, proven treatment
technologies will be air stripping (with offgas controls) or
liquid phase granular activated carbon (LGAC). EPA’s analyses
indicate that both technologies are effective for most mixes of
contaminants, but differ in cost depending on the VOC influent
concentrations expected atthe treatment facilities, which are
dependent on precise extraction locations and whether groundwater
from multiple extraction locations are blended and treated at a
centralized facility. The two technologies may also be combined
into a treatment train.
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Liquid phase granular activated carbon transfers the
contaminants from water to a charcoal-like material. A/r
stripping transfers volatile contaminants (e.g., VOCs) from water
to air; vapor phase granular activated carbon transfers the
contaminants from air to a charcoal-like material. If air
stripping is used, it would include vapor~ase granular
activated carbon or other offgas controls to meet air emission
requirements of the South Coast Air Quality Management District.

EPA also evaluated the cost, effectiveness, and feasibility
of advanced oxidation processes. Advanced oxidation processes
are innovative treatment methods capable of destroying
contaminants. EPA’s initial studies indicate that advanced
oxidation processes would be considerably more expensive than
either air stripping or LGAC.

¯ The extracted groundwater would be treated for VOCs at one
or more locations to be determined during remedial design. If
treated water is supplied for local use, the most cost-effective
arrangement would probably be to construct multiple treatment
facilities (possibly four separate facilities).

8.2.3 Distribution/Use of Treated Water

If the necessary agreements are reached, the treated water
will be supplied to agencies that directly or indirectly supply
drinking water to San Gabriel Valley residents and businesses
(water purveyors). Excess water would be piped tospreading
basins, the San Gabriel River channel, or tributary flood control
channels operated by the Los Angeles county Department of Public
Works for recharge into the aquifer when water purveyors are not
able to use all of the treated water.

EPA expressed a preference to supply treated water to
purveyors, rather than for recharge, due to lower pumping costs
(although higher initial capital costs) and the risk that
existing recharge areas may not offer enough recharge capacity
during winter and spring rainy season. There is excess capacity
in recharge areas for much, but not all of the year~ In each of
the last two years, existing users of Baldwin Park area spreading
grounds used all of the available capacity for several
consecutive months. In contrast, supplying treated water to
purveyors has the advantage that purveyors should be able to
accept water close to year-round, minimizing the risk of not
being able to distribute extracted water during winter and spring
months.

In the FS it is assumed that water would be supplied to San
Gabriel Valley Water Company, Suburban Water Systems, covina
Irrigating Company, and the city of Glendora, although other
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purveyors could substitute. There are pros and cons to supplying
each purveyor which could potentially accept treated water. Some
purveyors could distribute large quantities of water year-round;
others could distribute less water for only part of the year.
Some purveyors are located near likely treatment plant locations
(requiring minimal pipeline); others are located further away or
at higher elevations (requiring more pumping). Purveyors also
vary in how much they are willing to pay for additional supplies,
in whether they could accept water without first resolving water
rights issues (e.g., exporting water from the basin}, and in
their expertise in operating treatment facilities.

8.2.4 Project Duration, Cost, and Evaluation

The project would operate for an initial period of five
years, after which EPA will conduct a formal assessment of the
project’s effectiveness. The results of the assessment may lead
to continued operation of the project as is, or recommended
modifications in the extraction rates and locations or other
project components. The project would be expected to operate
until contaminant concentrations decrease sufficiently that
continued efforts to limit the migration of contaminated
groundwater or remove contaminant mass are no longernecessary.
The assessment will include an evaluation of the effects of the
operation of nearby public water supply wells on the attainment
of EPA’s remedial objectives.

It is estimated that implementation of Alternative i would
require approximately 36 months from the date the ROD is signed.
During this period, EPA intends to negotiate an agreement for
funding of the selected remedy, and then proceed with design,
construction, and initial testing of the equipment to make sure
it functions properly.

The estimated cost of Alternative 1 is $47 million in
capital costs and $4 million in annual operation and maintenance
costs. More than half of the capital costs would be for

construction of treatment facilities; the remainder of the costs
would be for well systems, pipelines, and land acquisition. The
estimate assumes that new treatment facilities must be
constructed, although one or more existing or planned facilities
may be used. The biggest contributor to the operating costs

.... would be the cost of regenerating or replacing the granular
activated carbon used in the treatment process. The cost
estimates for Alternatives 1-4 each include an added 35% to
account for the risk of higher than expected labor or material
costs, unforeseen delays, and other factors that may increase
costs.
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8.3 Remedial Alternative No. 2z Extraot, Treat, and
Distribute Approximately 29,000 gpm of Groundwater to San Gabriel
Valley Water Purveyors and ReohargeAreas

Alternative 2 differs from Alternative 1 in that it involves
the extraction of groundwater from three (rather than two) broad
areas of contamination (the lower, middle and upper areas).    See
FigureROD-10. Extraction in the lower and upper areas would be
the same as described for Alternative I. Alternative 2 would add
extraction in the middle area to prevent fUrther degradation of
the areain between the upper and lower extraction areas and
remove additional contaminants. Approximately I0,000 gpm of
water would need to be extracted in the middle area to provide
the additional migration control. The additional 10,000 gpm
would be distributed in part to water purveyors and in part to
the San Gabriel River channel and the Irwindale Spreading
Grounds. In the FS it is assumed that water would be supplied to
San Gabriel Valley Water Company, Suburban Water Systems, Covina
Irrigating Company, the city of Glendora, and the city of Azusa,
although other purveyors could substitute.

The estimated cost of Alternative 2 is $65 million in
initial, capital costs and $7 million in annual operation and
maintenance costs. Implementation may take longer than
Alternative I due to the need to construct additional facilities
and reach agreements to distribute approximately an additional
I0,000 gpm of treated water.

8.4 Remedial Alternative No. 3: Extraot, Treat, and
Distribute Approximately 29,000 gpm of Groundwater to San Gabriel
Valley Water Purveyors and Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California

Alternative 3 shares the same extraction component as;
Alternative 2, and the same water use option for groundwater
extracted from the lower area, but differs in the disposition of
extracted groundwater from the upper and middle areas. Instead
of supplying treated water to local purveyors, treated water
would be piped from the treatment facilities to Metropolitan’s
Middle Feeder pipeline, which passes through the city of Baldwin
Park. Metropolitan would export the treated water to its member

~:~encies located in the northeastern and south central sections
of Los Angeles County during summer months or drought years.
Eecause Metropolitan possesses~only negligible pumping rights in
the San Gabriel Basin, Metropolitan would be required to replace
dvery gallon of exported water by recharging an equivalent amount
nf i~norted water during the winter or spring offpeak months when
fmpo~%~d water is relatively abundant. This type of operation is
often -~esoribed as a conjunctive use operation.
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Metropolitan may distribute the treated water to secondary
recipients during offpeak winter and spring months. Possible
arrangements include direct recharge from the treatment
facilities, or discharge of the treated water into Metropolitan’s

existing conveyance facilities for distribution.(wheeling) to
local water purveyors. The local water purveyors would use the
treated groundwater in lieu of pumping clean groundwater.

The estimated cost of Alternative 3 is approximately $76
million in capital costs and $9 million in annual operation and
maintenance costs, higher than for Alternatives 1 or 2. The
actual cost to EPA is assumed to be equal to the cost of
Alternative 2, however. Metropolitan would be expected to fund
the difference in cost, referred to as an enhancement cost.

8.5 Remedial Alternative No. 4t Extract, Treat, and
Distribute Approximately 29,000 gpm of Groundwater to
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

Alternative 4 shares the sameextraction component as
Alternatives 2 and 3, bu~ differs in the disposition of the
treated water from the upper and middle areas. All treated water
would be piped from a treatment facility to Metropolitan’s Middle
Feeder pipeline.

The estimated cost of Alternative 4 is approximately $78
million in capital costs and $i0 million in annual operation and
maintenance costs, higher than for Alternatives i, 2, or 3. The
actual cost is assumed to be equal to the cost of Alternative 2,
however. Metropolitan would be expected to fund the difference
in cost, referred to as an enhancement cost.

9. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

This section ranks the five remedial alternatives in
relation to the nine Superfund evaluation criteria listed in 40
CFR Part 300.430.

9.1 OverallProteotion of Human Health and the Environment

Remed~ai Alternatives 1-4 protect human health and the
environment without substantial negative impacts. Alternatives
2, 3, and 4 would include additional extraction in a middle
portion o~ the aquifer not included in Alternative i. The
additional extraction would provide additional protection for the
area in bokween the upper and lower extraction areas and remove
additional contaminant mass. Negative impacts associated with
Alternatives I-4 include the disruption that would result from
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installation of pipelines and other components of the remedy and
the impacts of handling, treating, and disposing of treatment
residuals (e.g., air emissionsand spent carbon).

Alternative i (and Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) would reduce
short- and long-term risks to human health and the environment by
inhibiting contaminant migration from two highly contaminated
portions of the aquifer (the upper and lower areas) to less ¯
contaminated areas or depths to reduce the impact of continued
contaminant migration on downgradient water supply wells and to
protect future usesof less contaminated and uncontaminated
areas. Alternatives 1-4 would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and
volume of the contaminants and remove significant contaminant
mass from the aquifer. The VOC treatment technologies that would
be used are effective in meeting Federal and State drinking water
standards for VOCs.

Alternative 1 (and Alternatives 2 and 3, but not Alternative
4) also offer the benefit of providing treated water to purveyors
whose wells are threatened by continued contaminant migration,
providing the vulnerable purveyors with an alternative water
supply.

The no-action alternative provides the least overall
protection of human health and the environment. It would :not
provide any additional migration control beyond’that provided by
projects that may be built by parties other than EPA (e.g., by
local water purveyors or local water agencies). Contaminant
concentrations in a significant portion of the aquifer exceed
State or Federal drinking water standards.

Limitations of the no-action alternative include: the
increased potential for human exposure; leaving the burden of
constructing treatment facilities to water purveyors; the
increased cost and difficulty of operating existing treatment
facilities if more highly contaminated groundwater reaches
existing facilities; the increased likelihood that future
increases in contaminant concentrations at active water supply
wells would result in emergencies requiring immediate actions not
consistent with long-term remediation goals (e.g., pumping in
relatively clean portions of the aquifer, potentially spreading
the contamination); and the increased eventual cost, difficulty,
and time required !0r containment or restoration of the aquifer.
(If no action is taken, continued contaminant migration would
result in the needto treat larger volumes of contaminated water
and may result inthe increased presence of vinyl chloride or
other VOC degradation products that are more difficult to treat
or more toxic than thc.parent compounds.)
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Alternatives 1-4 may not achieve final cleanup levels for
the groundwater. MCLs/MCLGs in situ are not ARARs for this
action because they are beyond the scope of this interim action.

9.2 Compliance with ARARs

Each of Alternatives 1-4 is configured to comply with the
ARARs described in Section i0 of this ROD. No differences are
expected among theseremedial alternatives in compliance with
ARARs. No ARARs waivers are expected to be needed.

9.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

This evaluation criterion assesses the extent to which each
remedial alternative reduces risk after the remedial response
objectives are met. Residual risks in this interim remedy could
result from exposure to contaminated groundwater not removed from
the aquifer, or exposure to used granular activated carbon or
other treatment residuals. The performance of the alternatives
in relation to this criterion is evaluated by estimating the
extent to which each alternative prevents the migration of
contamination into less contaminated areas and the rate of
contaminant removal.

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would provide the greatest long
term effectiveness because they include additional extraction in
three subareas, which would limit downgradient and vertical
migration in and beyond the upper, middle, and lower subareas and
remove significant contaminant mass from all three subareas.

Alternative 1 would provide the same protection in and
downgradient of the upper and lower subareas, but lacks the
additional benefits of extraction in the middle subarea. These
benefits are added protection for the area in between the upper
and lower extraction areas and removal of additional contaminant
maSS.

The no-action alternative would not limit further
downgradient contaminant plume migration, or remove contaminant
mass, beyond that provided by projects that may be built by
parties other than EPA.

Figures ROD-If and ROD-12 depict the results of computer
simulations that provide a meaDure of the effect of the no-action
alternative and the remedial,alternatives on the movement of the
contamination in the OU area. The figures depict the movement of
particles representing selected drops of contaminated
groundwater. Particles that te.-minate at black dots indicating
extraction well locations are c.~ured, representing contaminant
molecules that are removed from ~:he aquifer. Particles that
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extendpast extraction well locations represent an increase in
downgradient contaminant concentrations or a downgradient
expansion of the area of contamination.

Figure ROD-12 illustrates the effectiveness of Alternatives
2, 3, and 4. The effectiveness of Alternative 1 would be similar
to that shown in the figure, except that particles originating in
Subarea 2 (the middle subarea) would be captured in Subarea 3
rather than Subarea 2. In each of Alternatives 1-4, most of the
particles shown in the figure are captured by OU wells in
Subareas 1 and 3. A few particles continue beyond the
downgradient margin of the OU area of contamination, although the
downgradient distances traveled are much shorter than shown for
the no-action alternative.

There are some other minor differences in effectiveness
between Alternatives. Alternatives I, 2, and 3 may be slightly
more effective than Alternative 4 because of reductions in
pumping at existing water supply wells at the periphery of
Subarea 3. Alternative i may also be slightly more effective
than Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 if Alternatives 2i 3, or 4 include
significant recharge in areas that increases the rate of
contaminant migration downgradient of recharge areas.
Alternative 1 assumes no recharge of treated groundwater and
Alternative 2 assumes recharge of 6,500 gpm of treated water.
Alternatives 3 and 4 assume no recharge, a project in which
treated water is supplied to Metropolitan could result in
recharge during offpeak periods.

Figure RED-11 depicts the extent and degree of contaminant
migration for the no-action alternative. The figure shows that
some contaminated groundwater is extracted by an existing well
cluster in the OU area, but much of the contaminated groundwater
continues to migrate unimpeded. This effect is illustrated by
the number of particles moving beyond the current downgradient
extent of contamination and the distances that these particles
travel.

Alternatives 1-4 may result in air emissions (if air
stripping is used) and generate spent carbon or other treatment
residuals. Air emissions and risks associated with treatment
residuals are expected to be within acceptable levels. The
magnitude of the residual risks from treatment residuals for
Alternative 1 would be less than for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4
because of the lower extraction rate.

9.4 Reduetlon of Toxioity, Mobility, or Volume Through
Treatment
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This criterion addresses the statutory preference for
selecting remedial actions employing treatment technologies that
permanently and significantly reduce toxicity, mobility, or
volume of the hazardous substances as a principal element of the
action.

Alternatives i, 2, 3, and 4 all satisfy the statutory
preference for treatment. Each of these four alternatives would
employ treatment processes that would significantly reduce the
volume of hazardous contaminants by inhibiting contaminant
migration, and reduce the toxicity and volume of hazardous
contaminants by treating the groundwater so that it meets MCLs
for V0Cs.

The VOC treatment technologies assumed in Alternatives 1-4,
LGAC or air stripping with offgas controls, are technically
feasible and effective in meeting ARARs for VOCs in the extracted
and treated groundwater. Treatment of the contaminated
groundwater with LGAC or air stripping with carbon offgas
controls would substantially reduce the volume of contaminated
media and mobility of the contaminants by transferring
contaminants from groundwater to the GAC. This contaminated GAC
would require disposal or regeneration.

The Alternatives are similar in their capability to satisfy
this criterion. The major difference is the omission of
groundwater extraction in the middle area in Alternative i. This
difference among alternatives is described in the long-term
effectiveness and permanence criterion and is not duplicated
here.

9.5 Short-TermEffectiveness

This criterion evaluates the effects of each remedial
alternative on human health and the environment during the
construction and start-up of the remedy. It also addresses the
time elapsed during construction and start-up.

Alternative i may be designed and built more quickly than
Alternatives 2-4 because of its smaller size, although any of the
alternatives could be built in phases to minimize delay. There
may also be differences in the number or severity of
institutional obstacles, but these differences are taken into
account in the implementability criterion and not duplicated
here. We conclude that Alternatives 1-4 are similar in short-
term effectiveness and do not present unmitigable risks to the
community, workers, or the environment during construction and
implementation.

9.6 Implementability
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This criterion addresses the technical and administrative
feasibility of implementing an alternative and the availability
of various services and materials required during its
implementation. Of particular importance in the Baldwin Park OU
is the administrative feasibility of the Alternatives, especially
the need for agreements with parties other than EPA to distribute
treated water.

The technical feasibility of Alternatives 1-4 is similar.
The extraction, treatment, and conveyance technologies included
in all of the Alternatives are widely used and are generally
known to be proven and reliable. All of the Alternatives share
some risk that higher than estimated contaminant concentrations
could interfere with the ability of the treatment facility to
attain treatment objectives.

Numerous administrative obstacles must be overcome to
implement any of the alternatives, but Alternative i is
potentially more feasible than Alternatives 2-4due to the lower
amount of treated water that needs to be distributed
(approximately 10,000 gpm less water - 1/3 less). This would
result in the need to reach agreements with fewer partiesthat
would receive treated water from an OU; acquisition of less
property and/or fewer easements for the construction of
extraction wells, treatment facilities, and conveyance facilities
(and resolving other issues associated with a large construction
project in a developed area); and acquisition of fewer offsets
for air emissions if air stripping is used. Agreements with
recipients of treated water will need to specify the amount of
treated water to be delivered, the delivery location,
responsibility for any necessary capital improvementsto the
recipient’s distributionsystem to accept the water, and
operational, liability, financial, and other arrangements.
Resolving these issues could potentially delay implementation of
the project.

If water purveyors accept treated water, they will be
responsible for obtaining approval for modifications to their
water supply permits. If treated water is recharged,
arrangements would need to be made with the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works for use of its spreading grounds. An
agreement may not guarantee the required amount of spreading
capacity because of competition for use of available spreading
capacity.

In addition, for Alternatives 3 and 4, the following
administrative feasibility issues associated with the involvement
of Metropolitan would need to be resolved.

37

Appendix B, page 68



~aldwin Park ROD

¯ Arrangements may need to be made with secondary recipients
for distribution of treated water during offpegk periods

(i.e., winter and spring months);

¯ Arrangements would need to be made with the LACDPW for
recharge of imported water. Although imported surface water
is already recharged for replenishment and cyclic storage,
significant additional amounts would increase the risk that
there may insufficient capacity in existing recharge areas.

¯ Metropolitan would need to reach agreement with the
Watermaster (and/or obtain court approval) for export of
additional water from the basin and the storage of imported
water recharged in the basin. The existing water rights

agreement (the Alhambra Judgment) currently prohibits any
additional export of extracted groundwater from the basin
without Watermaster and/or court approval. Metropolitan and
Watermaster are in their second year of negotiations over
the terms of an agreement.

¯ Before accepting treated water, Metropolitan may need to
reach agreement with the Watermaster (and/or obtain court
approval) to increase the available storage capacity in the
basin by modifying the operating criteria in the Alhambra
Judgment. Metropolitan may also need to mitigate adverse
effects of higher or lower water levels.

¯ Metropolitan staff have stated the possibility that
Metropolitan would impose more stringent treatment
requirements, which would require the construction of
additional treatment facilities.

¯ Financial agreements with Metropolitan for funding of
system enhancements would be necessary. Enhancement costs
are capital or operating costs that are not necessary for
attainment of remedial objectives. State or Metropolitan
funding may trigger the need for Metropolitan to prepare an
Environmental Impact Report to comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

¯ Financial and operation agreements (including staffing,
maintenance schedules) may be needed to arrange for seasonal
changes in the operating scenario if the level of treatment
required by recipients of treated water during offpeak
periods differs from Metropolitan’s requirements..

¯ Acquisition of property for a treatment facility could be
more difficult because of Metropolitan’s likely requirement
that a single centralized treatment facility be constructed.
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These disadvantages may be partially offset by
Metropolitan’s expertise in constructing large water supply
projects, and by eliminating the need to reach agreements with
local water purveyors if arrangements for distribution of treated
water during offpeak periods do not involve local purveyors.

9.7 Cost

The following table presents estimated capital costs, O&M
costs, and the estimated present worth of each remedial
alternative. The present worth is estimated using discoumt rates
of 3, 5, and i0 percent, and a base period of 30 years. The
assumption of a 30-year project life reflects EPA Superfund
guidance; it does not reflect any specific finding regarding the
duration of the remedy. The costs are considered order-of-
magnitude level estimates (i.e., the true project cost may be 50%
higher or 30% lower than the estimated cost).

Estimated Costs of Remedial Alternatives
(millions of dollars)

~__ ,,        . .... .. _t,__,,_ ...... " ...... _, ,                              , ’ ,       "~’- - ’~ ,~"

Net Present %Vorth at 3, 5, and 10% Discount Rates
Short-Tern, (assuming 30 year lifetime)

Capital Annual O&M
Alternative Costa Costs! 3 Percent 5 Percent 10 Percent

No-Action= 0.4 less than 0.1 1 0.9 0.8

.8 I 47 3.5 to 5.0 116-145- I01VI24 "- 80~94"’"

2 65 5.9 to 7.8 182o217 156-184 121-138

33 65 5.9 to 7.8 182-217 156-184 121-138

4~ 65 5.9 to "/.8 182-217 156-184 121-138

tA range of O&M costs is provided to account for the range of potential purveyor reimbursement rates for
treated water from $25 to $75/acre-foot
~’he No-action alternative costs include only those costs associated with the no-actlon monitoring program.
Additional long-term financial impacts of this alternative have not been estimated.
~Actaal project costs for Alternatives 3 and 4 would be greater than indicated due to requirements associated

:l~vith the involvement of Metropolitan. It is assumed that Metropolitan would-pay for ~ny.costs-resulting.--
from water supply or other requirements that are not necessary for attainment of remedial objectives
(enhancement costs), making the net project cost to EPA or PRPs the same as for Alternative 2.

.’ ., , , .,. ~ .... ,,

9.8 State Acoeptamoe.

In a letter dated August 12, 1993, the State of California
(CaI-EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control) concurred with
EPA’s proposed remedy for the Baldwin Park OU. In a second
letter from Margaret Felts, Deputy Director, Site Mitigation
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Program, Department of Toxic Substances Control, the State of
California concurred with EPA’s selected remedy.

9.9 Publlo Amoeptanoe.

In addition to the State, twenty-five individuals and
organizations submitted over 400 comments on EPA’s Remedial
Investigation, Feasibility Study, and Proposed Plan for the
Baldwin Park OU. These comments, and EPA’s responses, are
presented in the Part III of this ROD (the Responsiveness
Summary}. Most commenters submitted between one and ten
comments. One commentor, a recipient of General Notice of
Liability for the Baldwin Park OU, submitted approximately 250
comments.

Several comments expressed support for EPA’s proposed
remedy; others did not. Most commented upon were two aspects of
the Alternatives: the size of the project (i.e., the amount or
rate of contaminated groundwater extracted from the aquifer); and
the disposition of the treated water. EPA’s Proposed Plan calls
for extraction of approximately 19,000gpm of contaminated
groundwater from two Subareas, as in Alternative i. Several
individuals and two water agencies recommended that EPA select
the larger project included in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4
(extraction of approximately 29,000 gpm of contaminated
groundwater from three Subareas). Several businesses and
business organizations recommended that EPA select a smaller
project.

Several individuals, local organizations, and water agencies
also recommended that EPA select Metropolitan as the recipient of
the treated water (a component of Alternatives 3 and 4), often on
the assumption that doing so would increase the extent or
decrease the cost of the clean up.

10. APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)

This section discusses Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for the Baldwin Park OU. Under
Section 121(d)(1) of the comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986
(collectively, CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. Section9621(d), remediaLl
actions must attain a level or standard of control of hazardous
substances which complies with ARARs of Federal environmental
laws and more stringent State environmental and facilitysiting
laws. Only State requirements that are more stringent than
Federal ARARs, are legally enforceable and consistently enforced,
and identified in a timely manner may be ARARs. The California
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Department of Toxic Substance Control ("DTSC") is the lead State
agency for CERCLAmatters. In accord with a directive by
Margaret C. Felts, Deputy Director Slte Mitigation Program, EPA
has communicated with DTSC with regards to ARARs and has relied
on DTSC for identification of State ARAR8.

Pursuant to Section 121(d) of CERCLA, the on-site portion of
a remedial action selected for a Superfund site must comply with
all ARARs. Any portion of a remedial action which takes place
off-site must comply with all laws legally applicable at the time
the off-site activity occurs, both administrative and
substantive.

An ARARmay be either "applicable," or "relevant and
appropriate,,, but not both. According to the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 CFR
Part 300), "applicable" and "relevant and appropriate" are
defined as follows:

¯ Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards,
standards of control, or other substantive environmental
protection requirements, criteria, or limitations
promulgated under Federal or State environmental or facility
siting laws that specifically address a hazardous substance,
pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other
circumstance found at a CERCLA site. Only those State
standards that are identified by a State in a timely manner
and that are more stringent than Federal requirements may be
applicable. "Applicability" implies that the remedial
action or the circumstances at the site satisfy all of the
jurisdictional prerequisites of a requirement.

¯ Relevant and appropriate requirements are those cleanup
standards, standard of control, and other substantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or
limitations promulgated under Federal environmental or state
environmental or facility siting laws that, while not
"applicable" to a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other
circumstance at a CERCLA site, address problems or
situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the
CERCLA site that their use is well suited to the particular
site. Only those Statestandards that are identified in a
timely manner and that are more stringent than Federal
requirements may be relevant and appropriate.

Requirements are also classified as chemical-specific, location-
specific, or action-specific.
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¯ Chemical-specificARARs are health- or rlsk-based
concentration limits, numerical values, or methodologSes for
various environmental media (i.e., groundwater, surface
water, air, and soil) that are established for a specific
chemical that may be present in a specific media at the
site, or that may be discharged to the site during remedial
activities. These ARARs set limits on concentrations of
specific hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants
in the environment. Examples of this type of ARAR are
ambient water quality criteria and drinking water standards.

¯ Location-specific requirements set restrictions on certain
types of activities based on site characteristics. Federal
and State 10cation-specific ARARs are restrictions placed on
the concentration of a contaminant or the activities to be
conducted because they are in a specific location. Examples
of special locations possibly requlringARARs include flood
plains, wetlands, historic places, and sensitive ecosystems
or habitats.

¯ Action-specific requirements are technology- or activity-
based requirements which are triggered by the type of
remedial activity. Examples are Resource, Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations for waste treatment, storage
or disposal.

Neither CERCLA nor the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (400 C.F.R. Part 300) provides
across-the-board standards for determining whether a particular
remedy will result in an adequate cleanup at a particular site.
Rather, the process recognizes that each site will have unique
characteristics that must be evaluated and compared to those
requirements that apply under the given circumstances.
Therefore, ARARs are identified on a site-specific basis from
information about specific chemicals at the site, specific
features of the site location, and actions that are being
considered as remedies.

The following section outlines the ARARs that apply to this

site.

I0.i Chemical-SpeoifiQ ARARs

10.l.l Federal Drinking Water Standards

Section 1412 of the Safe Drinkinq Water Act (SDWA). 42
U.s,c, Section 300q-l. "National Water Requlations";
~ational Primary prinkinq Water RequlatioDs, 40 CFR
Par~141.
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EPA has established Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) (40
CFR Part 141) under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) to protect
public health from contaminants that may be found in drinking.
water sources. These requirements are applicable at the tap for
water provided directly to 25 or more people or which will be
supplied to 15 or more service connections. The MCLs are
applicable to any water that would be served as drinking water.
Under NCP Section 300.430(f)(5), remedial actions must generally

attain MCLs and non-zero Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs)
for remedial actions where the groundwater is a current or
potential source of drinking water.

The groundwater at the Baldwin Park OU is an existing and
potential source of drinking water. However, since the B~ldwin
Park OU remedial action is an interim action, chemical-specific
cleanup requirements for the aquifer such as attaining MCLs and
non-zero MCLGs, which would be ARARs for a final remedy, are not
ARARs for this interim action. (See NCP, 55 Fed. Reg. 8755.)
Nevertheless, EPA has determined that for the treatment plant
effluent from the Baldwin Park OU, the Federal Primary and any
Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for VOCs and any more
stringent State of California Primary MCLs for VOCs are relevant
and appropriate and must be attained regardless of the end use or
discharge method for the treated water. In addition, treated
water that is discharged to surface water shall meet National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) discharge
requirements.

For treated’water which will be put into a public water
supply, all legal requirements for drinking water in existence at
the time that the water is served will have to be met because EPA
considers serving of the water to the public (at the tap) to be
off-site. Complying with all applicable requirements for
drinking water at the tap will also require attainment of the MCL
for nitrate prior to serving the water to the public. Since
these are not ARARs, these requirements arenot "frozen" or fixed
as of the date of the ROD. Rather, they can change over time as

new laws and regulations applicable to drinking water change.
See NCP, 55 Fed. Reg. 8758 (March 8, 1990).

10.1.2 State Drinking Water Standards

C~iforn~a Saf~ Drinkin~ Water Act. Health a~d sa~e~v
Code, D~y~s~on 5, Par~ I, Chapter 7. section 40~0 et
s~q,, California Domestic Water Ouality Monltorinq
requlations. CCR Title 22. Division 4. Chapter 15.
seGtiQn 64401 et seq.

California has also established drinking water standards for

sc~urces of public drinking water, under the California Safe
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DrinkingWater Act of 1976, Health and Safety Code Sections
4010.1(b) and 4026(c). California has promulgated primary MCLs
for VOCs. Several of the State MCLs are more stringent than
Federal MCLs. In these cases, EPA has determined that the more
stringent State MCLs for VOCs are relevant and appropriate for
the treatment plant effluent from the Baldwin Park OU interim
remedy. VOCs for which there are more stringent State standards
include: benzene; carbon tetrachloride; chlorobenzene; 1,2-
dibromoethane; 1,2-dichloroethane (I,2-DCA); l,l-dichloroethene
(I,I-DCE); cis-l,2-DCE; trans-l,2-DCE; vinyl chloride; and
xylenes. There are also some chemicals where State MCLs exist
but there are no Federal HCLs. EPA has determined that these
State MCLs are relevant and appropriate for the treated water
prior to discharge or delivery to the water purveyor. VOCs for
which there are no Federal MCLs but for which State MCLs exist
are: I,I-DCA; trichloroflouromethane (Freon ii); and 1,1,2-
trichloro-l,2,2-triflouroethane (Freon 113). The Federal and
State Primary MCLs for these compounds are listed in Table ROD-I.

Water served as drinking water is required to meet MCLs at
the tap, not MCLGs. However, EPA does retain the authority to
require changes inthe remedy if necessary to protect human
health and the environment, including changes to previously
selected ARARs. See, 40 CFR Sections 300.430(f)(i)(ii) (B)(1) and
300.430(f)(5)(iii)(c). If EPA receives new information indicating
the remedy is not protective of public health and the
environment, EPA would review the remedy and make any changes
necessary to ensure protectiveness.

10.2 Locatlon-SpecifioARARs

No location-specific ARARs were identified for the Baldwin
Parr OU.

10.3 Actlon-specific AIIARs

10.3.1 Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. section 7401 et seq.

Rules add ~e~ulations of the South Coast Air Quality
ManaqementDistrict

The Baldwin Park OU remedy may include air stripping,
triggering action-specific ARARs with respect to air quality.

The Clean Air Act regulates air emissions to protect human
health and the environment, and is the enabling statute for air
quality programs and standards. The substantive requirements of
programs provided under the Clean Air Act are implemented
primarily through Air Pollution Control Districts. The South
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Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulates air
quality in the San Gabriel Valley.

The SCAQMD has adopted rules that limit air emissions of
identified toxics and contaminants. The SCAQMD Regulation XIV,
comprising Rule 1401, on new source review of carcinogenic air
contaminants, is applicable for the Baldwin Park OU. SCAQMD Rule
1401 requires that best available control technology (BACT) be
employed for new stationary operating equipment, so the
cumulative carcinogenic impact from air toxics does not exceed
the maximum individual cancer risk limit of ten in one million (I
x 10-5). EPA has determined that Rule 1401 is applicable for the
Baldwin Park OU because compounds such as PCE and TCE are present

ingroundwater, and release of these compounds to the atmosphere
exceeding SCAQMD requirements unless controls are implemented.

The substantive portions of SCAQMD Regulation XIII,
comprising Rules 1301 through 1313, on new source review are also
ARARs for the Baldwin Park OU.

The SCAQMD also has rules to limit the visible emissions
from a point source (Rule 401), to prohibit discharge of material
that is odorous or causes injury, nuisance or annoyance to the
public (Rule 402), and to limit downwind particulate
concentrations (Rule 403). EPA has determined that these rules
are also ARARs for the Baldwin Park OU interim remedy.

10.3.2 Water Quality Standards for Discharges of
Treated Water to surface Waters or Land

State Standards

For any discharge to land, including recharge at a spreading
basin, or discharge to surface water, that occurs on-site, the
discharged water must meet all action-speclficARARs for such
discharge. The ARARapplicable to the discharged water is:

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s
Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles River
Basin (the "Basin Plan"), which incorporates State
Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 68-16,
"Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High
Quality of Waters in California." Resolution No. 68-16
requires maintenance of existing State water quality
unless it is demonstrated that a change will benefit
the people of California, will not unreasonably affect
present or potential uses, and will not result in water
quality les~ than that prescribed by other State
policies.
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state Standards - Discharaes to Land

In order to comply with the Basin Plan, any treated
groundwater that is discharged to land will be treated to
concentrations below Federal MCLs or State MCLs for VOCs,
whichever is more stringent. In addition, any nitrate
concentrations in the water to be recharged will have to be
similar to or lower than the levels of these substances in the
portion of the aquifer where the recharge will occur. The
quality, quantity, and duration of the discharge will be
considered with respect to the existing water quality.

State Standards - Discharqes to Surface water
CERCLA Section 104(b~ Activities

During the time period of RD/RA activities at the Baldwin

Park OU, additional CERCLA section 104(b) activities will be
taking place. During these additional CERCLA section 104(b)
activities, EPA anticipates that there may be temporary
discharges of treated water to the San Gabriel River and its
tributaries (collectively the San Gabriel River). The ARAR for
any treated water that is generated and discharged to the San
Gabriel River as part of a CERCLA section 104(b) activity would
be the NPDES program, which is implemented by the Regional Board.
In establishing effluent limitations for such discharges, the
Regional Board considers the Basin Plan, which incorporates
Resolution 68-16, and the best available technology economically
achievable (BAT). See~ Cal. Water Code section 13263.

Since the Regional Board did not identify specific
substantive discharge requirements or technology standards for
discharges resulting from CERCLA section 104(b) activities, EPA
has reviewed the Basin Plan and considered BAT and has made
certain determinations for the discharge of water generated by
CERCLA section 104(b) activities to the San Gabriel River. In
order to comply with this ARAR, any treated groundwater that
would be discharged pursuant to CERCLA section 104(b) activities
to the San Gabriel River would be treated to meet Federal MCLs or
State MCLs for V0Cs, whichever is more stringent.

The treated water may also contain nitrate. The Basin Plan
states that the level of nitrate shall not exceed 36 mg/l (as
NOs) in water designated for use as domestic or municipal supply.
According to the Basin Plan, the san Gabriel River is designated°
for municipal or domestic water supply. Therefore, 36 mg/l
nitrate would be an ARAR for CERCLA section 104(b) activities
resulting in discharges associated with the OU.

EPA has stated that "studies and ingestigations undertaken
pursuant to CERCLA section 104(b), such as activities conducted
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during RI/FSz are considered removal actions." (55 Fed. Reg.
8756) It is EPA’s policy that removal actions "will comply with
ARARs to the extent practicable, considering the exigencies of
the circumstances." (55 Fed. Reg. 8756).

Some CERCLA section 104(b) activities that will occur during
the time of RD/RA are temporary high flow, high volume discharges

(e.g., discharges resulting from spinner logging/depth specific
sampling of water supply wells and aquifer testing). EPA has
considered BAT for these CERCLA section 104(b) activities. For
CERCLA section 104(b) activities that result in temporary high
flow, high volume discharges, EPA evaluated four options for
meeting the primary Federal and State MCLs for VOCs and nitrate:
(i) direct discharge to an existing drinking water distribution
system; (ii) on-site storage, then disposal at a RCRA-approved
hazardous waste facility; (iii) discharge into a sanitary sewer
for treatment at a wastewater treatment plant; and (iv) on-site
treatment, then discharge into flood control channels.

For reasons similar to those faced and addressed during
previous spinner logging/depth specific sampling, EPA reached the
conclusionthat compliance with ARARs was not practicable
considering the exigencies of the circumstances for CERCLA 104(b)
activities resulting in temporary high flow, high volume
discharges of water. EPA has determined that for CERCLA 104(b)
activities not resulting in temporary high flow, high vol1~me,
discharges of water compliance with ARARs is practicable
considering the exigencies of the circumstances.

State Standards , Discharqe to Surface Water
RD/~AActivities

RD/RA activities may also include the discharge of treated
water to surface waters. Unlike the CERCLA section 104(b)
activities, the RD/RA activities shall be undertaken in
compliance with ARARs unless a waiver is attained. Because no
ARARwaivers are contemplated for the RD/RA for the Baldwin Park
OU, all RD/RA activities shall be undertaken in compliance with
ARARs.

AS noted above, the ARAR for any treated water that is
discharged to surface waters is the HPDES Program which is
implemented by the Regional Board. In establishing effluent
limitations for such discharges; the Regional Board considers the
Basin Plan, which incorporates Resolution 68-16, the Inland
Surface Water Plan and Temperature Plan for Surface Waters, and
the best available technology economically achievable (BAT).
See. Cal. Water Code section 13263.
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Since the Regional Board did not identify specific
substantive discharge requirements or technology standards for
such discharges, EPA has reviewed the Basin Plan (with related
documents) and considered BAT and has made certain determinations
for the RD/RA discharges to surface waters. In order to comply
with this ARAR, any groundwater that will be discharged to
surface waters on-site must be treated to meet primary Federal
MCLs or State MCLs for V0Cs, whichever is more stringent.

The treated water will also contain nitrate. The Basin Plan
states that the level of nitrate shall not exceed 36 mg/l in
water designated for use as domestic or municipal supply.
According to the Basin Plan, the San Gabriel River is designated
for municipal or domestic water supply. Therefore, the 36 mg/l
is an ARAR for the RD/RAdischarges associated with the OU.

10.3.3 California Hazardous Waste Control Act

RCRA, passed by Congress in 1976 and amended by the
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, contains several
provisions that are ARARs for the Baldwin Park OU. The State of
California has been authorized to enforce its own hazardous waste
regulations (California Hazardous Waste Control Act) in lieu of
the Federal RCRA Program administered by the EPA. Therefore,
State regulations in the California Code of Regulations (CCR),
Title 22, Division 4.5, Environmental Health Standards for the
management of Hazardous Wastes (hereinafter the State HWCA
Regulations), are now cited as ARARs instead of the Federal RCRA
Regulations. State regulations under Federally authorized
programs are considered Federal requirements, i.e., Federal
ARARs.

The contaminated groundwater is not a listed RCRA waste.
However, the contaminants are sufficiently similar to RCRAwastes
that EPA has determined that portions of the State’s HWCA
Regulations are relevant and appropriate.

An air stripper or GAC contactor would qualify as a RCRA
miscellaneous unit if the contaminated water constitutes RCRA
hazardous waste. EPA has determined that the substantive
requirements for miscellaneous units set forth in Sections
66264.601 -.603 and related substantive closure requirements set
forth in 66264.111-.115 are relevant and appropriate for the air
stripper or GAC contactor. The miscellaneous unit and related
closure requirements are relevant and appropriate because the
water is similar to RCRA hazardous waste, the air stripper or GAC
contactor appear to qualify as a miscellaneous unit, and the air
stripper or GAC contactor should be designed, operated,
maintained and closed in a manner that will ensure the protection
of human health or the environment.
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The land disposal restrictions(LDR), 22 CCRSection 66268
are relevant and appropriate to discharges of contaminated or
treated groundwater to land, including the discharge of treated
water to spreading basins. The remedial alternatives presented
do not include land disposal of untreated groundwater. Because
of the uncertainty in the levels of contamination and volumes of
water to be derived from monitoring and extraction wells at this
site, these waters must be treated to meet Federal and State
Primary MCLs for vocs, whichever is more stringent, prior to
discharge to land. By meeting the Federal and State MCLs for
VOCs before discharge, the remedy will satisfy the RCRALDRs.

The container storage requirements in 22 CCR Sections
66264.170 -.178 are relevant and appropriate for the storage of
contaminated groundwater over 90 days.

On-site storage or disposal of the spent carbon from the
treatment system for more than ninety (90) days could trigger the
State HWCA requirements for storage and disposal if the spent
carbon contains sufficient quantities of hazardous constituents
that cause the spent carbon to be classified as a characteristic

hazardous waste. If the spent carbon is determined to be a
hazardous waste under HWCA (Sections 66261 and 66262), the
requirements for handling such waste set forth in Sections 66262
and 66268 are applicable.

10.4 A~ditional Matters

I0.4.1 Callfornia water Well Standards

Substantive standards for construction of public water
supply wells have been published by the State as the california
Water Well Standards. While these standards have not been
specifically promulgated as an enforceable regulation and are
therefore not ARARs, all groundwater facilities designed, located
and constructed to produce drinking water must be constructed in
accordance with these standards. Since the remedy involves
delivery of the treated water to the public supply system~ EPA
has determined that the action shall comply with substantive
Water Well Standards for construction of water supply wells, such
as sealing the upper annular space to prevent surface
contaminants from entering the water supply. Wells constructed
solely for treatment and reinjection with no delivery to the
public supply system would not be subject to these water well
construction standards.

10.4.2 OSHARequirements

Requirements of nonenvironmental laws, such as California
OSHA regulations (8 CCR 5192) are not considered as ARARs and all
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SUch requirements applicable at the time of the activity would
have to be satisfied.

THE SELECTED REMEDY

The remedial objectives of the Baldwin Park 0U are to
prevent future increases in, and begin to reduce, concentrations
of trichloroethene, tetrachloroethene, carbon tetrachloride, and
other VOCs in groundwater in the Baldwin Park area (hereafter
referred to as contaminants or contaminated groundwater) by
limiting further migration of contaminated groundwater into clean
and less contaminated areas or depths that would benefitmost
from additional protection, and by removing contaminants from the
aquifer.

An additional objective of this remedy is to collect and
analyze groundwater quality, groundwater flow, and other data
during operation of the remedy to determine final in situ clean
up standards for the Baldwin Park area. Among the critical
decisions to be made are the extent to which, and the timeframe
in which, to address lower levels of contamination which may
remain in the aquifer after construction and initial operation of
the remedy. The final ROD will include in situ restoration
standards, which may differ for different portions of the OU
area, and may call for additional remedial actions in the area.
EPA expects that this interim remedy will provide the basis for
the final remedy for the Baldwin Park area.

At a minimum, EPA will formally evaluate the performance of
the remedy every five years.

EPA’s selected remedy includes the extraction rates and
locations included in Alternative i and the option of
distributing treated water to local purveyors (as described in
Alternative i) or to Metropolitan (as described in Alternatives 3
and 4). These components of the remedy are identical to the
Proposed Plan. The extraction, treatment, water use, and
monitoring components of the remedy are described further below.
Also noted are project details that may change during the
remedial design and construction processes (e.g., number and type
of monitoring wells).

ii.I Extraction Locations

The selected remedy shall include extraction of contaminated
groundwater at the downgradient end of two bread areas of
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contamination to limit contaminant migration and remove
contaminant mass. The two areas are:

¯ The Lower Area= the portion of the aquifer in the
vicinity of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-lO), east of the
San Gabriel River and west of Azusa Avenue (Highway 3S,),
where concentrations of contaminants listed in Table ROD-I
or other VOCs are approximately i0 times Federal or State
drinking water standards, and where downgradient portions of
the aquifer are significantly less contaminated, between ND
(non-detectable) and two times drinking water standards.
Extraction wells shall be located to maximize protection of
downgradient water supply wells. The areas are described by
ranges of concentrations because actual concentrations vary
month to month and year to year. Approximate boundaries of
this area are shown in Figure ROD-10 as the Lower Area.

¯ The Upper Area, the portion of the aquifer north of Arrow
Highway, immediately east of the Santa Fe Dam, containing a
significant mass of non-aqueous phase contamination or other
known or suspected surface or subsurface sources of
contaminants listed in Table ROD-I or other VOCs that are
acting as continuing sources of dissolved-phase groundwater
contamination. Available data indicate the presence of
sources of contamination upgradient of wells WIOWOMWI,
VlOVCMWI, VlOVCMW2, OSCOMW2-5, Aerojet MW3-4, and WIIAZW-03
and -09. Concentrations of PCE or TCE at most of these
wells have exceeded 200 times drinking water standards. If
additional investigation work indicates the presence of
additional sources, the pumping configuration should be
modified to the extent feasible to capture the additional
sources. Approximate boundaries of this area are shown in
Figure ROD-10 as the Upper Area.

EPA’s analyses indicate that its remedial objectives can be
efficiently met by extracting contaminated groundwater from the
upper 400 - 500 feet of the aquifer; from three wells in the
lower area and two wells in the upper area. Figure ROD-13 shows
approximate extraction locations as well locations 13, i0, 5, 6,
and 4. EPA recognizes that other pumping configurations,
increaslng the number of extraction wells but reducing rates, or
decreasing the number of wells but increasing rates, may be
equally efficient. If supplemental analyses demonstrate that
alternative pumping configurations are equally efficient, they
may be substituted for EPA’s recommended locations. The phrase
pumping configuration refers to precise extraction locations and
rates within the upper and lower areas of contamination.

EPA believes that it is premature to select the number of
wells or make a final decision on extraction locations at this
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time. Final decisions on extraction locations, and final
decisions on whether existing wells in the vicinity of EPA’s
selected locations will satisfy these requirements, will be made
during remedial design.

11.2 Extraution Rates

The selectedremedy shall include extraction of contaminated
groundwater at locations and rates sufficient to capture or
contain particles (representing contaminants dissolved in the
groundwater) moving from the upper and lower areas o~
contamination. Extraction shall result in capture zones that
include the two subareas during all anticipated recharge
conditions.I The capture zones shall also include all
significant depth intervals where contaminant concentrations
exceed MCLs for Contaminants listed in Table ROD-1 or for other
VOCs. The extraction system may be designed to allow
contaminated groundwater to temporarily move past the extraction
locations during periods of high recharge at the Santa Fe
Spreading Grounds or elsewhere if the system can recapture,
during subsequent periods of lower recharge, any contaminated
groundwater that has moved beyond the extraction locations.

EPA’s analyses indicate that its remedial objectives will be
efficiently met by extracting 19,000 gpm of contaminated
groundwater. EPA’s analyses indicate that approximately 1.0,500
gpm of groundwater must be extracted more or less continuously in
the lower area; approximately 8,500 gpm of groundwater must be
extracted in ~the upper area. EPA’s analyses indicate that these
rates will intercept and capture contaminated groundwater during
recharge and pumping conditions similar to those occurring
between October 1977 and June 1990. During recharge conditions
similar to the exceptionally rainy spring of 1983, contaminated
groundwater may temporarily move beyond the extraction locations,
but, in particle tracking simulations, appears to be subsequently
recaptured.

If supplemental data and analyses justify modifications to
EPA assumptions about the extent of contamination, hydraulic
conductivity, regional flow gradients (which vary significantly
depending on the amount and timing of precipitation and
artificial recharge) or other factors that influence groundwater
flow and contaminant transport, EPA will consider revised rates.
EPA will also consider seasonally-variablerates that meet the
requirements of this Section.

IThe amount and timing of precipitation and artificial
recharge vary month to month and year to year, as do the
resulting regional flow gradients.
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Extraction shall occur as continuously as feasible.
Feasibility may be temporarily limited by insufficient capacity
to accept or distribute treated water by the recipient of the
treated water, resultingfrom low customer demand (e.g., during
rainy winter days) or competition for use of recharge areas.

11.3 Treatment

The extracted contaminated groundwater shall be treated to
remove contaminants listed in Table ROD-I and other VOCs by
either or both of two proven treatment technologies: liquid-
phase granular activated carbon (LGAC) filtration and air
stripping. The treated groundwater exiting the treatment
facilities shall meet Federal and State primary MCLs for
contaminants listed in Table ROD-I and for other VOCs. In
addition, the treated groundwater shall meet proposed Federal
secondary MCLs for ethylbenzene and toluene. If air stripping is
used, cffgas controls (e.g., vapor phase granular activated
carbon) shall be used to reduce air emissions in accordance with
ARARs promulgated by the South coast Air Quality Managemen~
District. EPA believes that if properly designed, these proven
treatment technologies (LGAC and air stripping) are equally
effective at removing VOCs for most mixes of contaminants. One
technology may be used at one location and the other at a
different location, or both technologies may be used in a
treatment train at a single location.

Existing treatment facilities (e.g., planned treatment at
Valley County Water District’s Big Dalton well) may be
incorporated into the remedy if, during remedial design,
agreements can be reached for their use and they meet other
requirements of this Record of Decision. The San Gabriel Basin
Water Quality Authority (the project’s sponsor) expects
construction to be completed in late 1994. One or more new
treatment facilities shall be constructed to provide the
remaining treatment capacity.

An Advanced Oxidation Process may be used for pretreatment
in combination with LGAC treatment if proven to be effective and
economical during design phase testing and analysis. The VOC~

treatment technology or combination of technologies which best
meet the objectives of the remedy for the Baldwin Park OU will be
determined during the remedial design phase, when more detailed
and up to date information will be available to assess
effectiveness and cost. Final decisions on the locations of the
treatment facilities will also be made during remedial design.
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The selected remedy shall include pipelines, pump station~,
and other conveyance facilities needed to transport the treated
groundwater to one or more delivery locations. If treated water
is supplied to one or more water purveyors, the delivery location
or locations shall be at a pipeline, storage reservoir, or other
portion of the purveyors’ distribution systems. The purveyors
would be responsible for distributing the water to their
residential and business customers through their existing
distribution systems. The selected remedy may also include
improvements to the recipient’s existing distribution system if
the improvements are needed to allow the recipient to accept
treated groundwater at extraction rates required by Section 11.2
of this ROD.

EPA’s preference is that treated water be delivered to water
purveyors. The advantages of supplying water to purveyors,
rather than recharge, are: reduced pumping costs; the lower risk
of inadequate distribution during and after rainy months; and
purveyors downgradient of Subarea 3 could reduce extraction at
existing water supply wells located outside of the highly
contaminated areas that may be pulling contaminated groundwater
into less contaminated areas or depths.

Initial discussions with water purveyors indicate that
purveyors in best position to accept treated water are San
Gabriel Valley Water Company, Suburban Water Systems, Covina
Irrigating Company (CIC), the cities of Azusa and Glendora, and
Metropolitan. CIC and Metropolitan are wholesalers of water that
would in turn supply retail water companies; the other four
companies supply businesses and residents directly. CIC’S
potential customers include the city of covina, the City of West
Covina, Suburban Water Systems, and others. Metropolitan’s
customers include a large number of water agencies both within
and Outside of the san Gabriel Valley.

EPA would actively support supplying treated water to
Metropolitan if it would decrease the cost of the project and
reduce institutional barriers. Supplying water to Metropolitan
would provide water users throughout Southern california With a
new source of water during peak demand periods, and probably
benefit from Metropolitan expertise in building and operating
large water supply projects. If Metropolitan receives treated
water, they would probably play a significant role in the design,
construction, and/or operation of the remedy to ensure that the
project meets their water supply requirements. Metropolitan has
reportedly budgeted $25 million for a conjunctive use project in
the San Gabriel Basin.
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EPA believes that it is premature to specify any one or a
combination of recipients of the treated water. The final
decision will be made after completion of the ROD depending on
the outcome of additional negotiations with potential recipients
of the treated water to identify recipients that can be supplied
at least cost with the fewest institutional obstacles.
Arrangements must be made with recipients to address EPA and
purveyor financial obligations (see footnote, page 60);
responsibility for design, construction, operation, and
maintenance; timing and dependability of the supplied water;
water rights issues; and other issues.

The potential for funding through the Reclamation Projects
Authorization and Adjustment Act of 1992 (P°L° 102-575) will also
be considered. The Act authorizes Federal funding of up to 25%
for "the design, planning and construction of a conjunctive-use
facility designed to improve the water quality in the San Gabriel
groundwater basin and allow the utilization of the basin as a
water storage facility."

If water purveyors can accept water for most, but not all,
of the year, excess water shall be delivered to a location or
locations from which it can flow into spreading basins and flood
control channels operated by the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works for recharge into the aquifer. If agreements cannot
be reached with San Gabriel Basin water purveyors, water shall be
recharged year-round. If recharge is necessary, recharge
location(s) will be determined during remedial design. If
treated water is recharged, the State anti-degradation
requirement is an additional ARARthat may influence the level of
treatment. If treated water is recharged, the remedy may include
activities to maintain or improve the infiltration capacity of
the spreading grounds, or to acquire or develop new recharge
facilities, if treated water is discharged to a surface water,
the discharge shall meet NPDES requirements.

11.5 Monitoring Program

The remedy shall include the installation and sampling of
groundwater monitoring wells, the sampling of existing monitoring
wells, measurement of groundwater elevations at monitoring and
production wells, and the measurement of other aquifer properties
to:

¯ Verify or refine the boundaries of upper and lowe~ areas to

help determine final pumping configurations.

Verify or refine the efficiency of EPA’s recommended pumping
configurations.
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Verify or revise contaminant influent concentration
estimates that will be used in the design of the OU
treatment facilities.

Provide an early warning network so that Changes in the
groundwater flow regime or contaminant concentrations that
may require modifications in extraction rates, well
locations, or treatment methods are identified in time to
institute the necessary facility and operational changes.

Evaluate the presence and approximate location of non-
aqueous phase contamination or other subsurface sources of
groundwater contamination to supplement site assessments of
individual facilities or properties.

¯ Evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy in satisfying the
remedial objectives of limiting the vertical and lateral
migration of contaminated groundwater and removing
contaminant mass in and downgradient of the upper and lower
areas. The evaluation may include plotting and
interpretation of temporal trends in water quality, analysis
of changes in groundwater flow induced by the extraction
wells, and computer simulations of groundwater flow,
including the estimation and evaluation of capture zones.

¯ Help determine the need for additional remedial actions in
the Baldwin Park area and the nature of the final remedy
(e.g., the extent to which and timeframe in which aquifer
restoration is feasible), satisfying this objective may
include lab or field testing to estimate parameters that
govern sorption, biogical degradation, or other processes
that affect contaminant transport in theaqulfer (e.g.,
concentrations of total organic carbon, dissolved oxygen or
other gases, nutrients, indigenous microbial populations).

satisfying one or more of the monitoring objectives =Lay also
require ancillary data, including information on pumping and
recharge rates and volumes, lithclogy, measurements of hydraulic
conductivity, and measurements of other aquifer properties.
These data are needed to allow for accurate determinations of the
direction and magnitude of horizontal and vertical flow in the
vicinity of the remedial action; discern significant temporal
variation in flow gradients; and simulate the effects of recharge
and pumping on groundwater flow. These data are also needed to
refine the understanding of the geology in the Baldwin Park area,
including the occurrence and extent of highly permeable or fine-
grained deposits which could affect groundwater flow paths.

Groundwater monitoring shall begin during the time of

remedial design to provide data necessary to complete the final
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design and to establish pre-implementation, baseline conditions.
Initially, collection and analysis of groundwater quality samples
shall occur no less frequently than bimonthly for VOCs and
quarterly for other parameters (except for less frequent depth-
specific sampling of extraction wells). Initially, measurement
of water levels shall occur no less frequently than monthly.
Monitoring frequency may decrease if EPA determines that
conditions warrant such a decrease. Frequency may vary by
parameter. Water quality parameters to be quantified will
include VOCs, semivolatile organic compounds, general minerals,
nitrate (NO3), radon, and physical parameters required for
treatment purposes (e.g., color, turbidity, and odor).

EPA’s preliminary recommendations, which rely as much as
possible on existing wells, are to include the following numbers
and types of wells in the monitoring program:

¯ Water quality and water level data at twenty-four
existing inactive and active production wells,
including two existing wells that may be used as
extraction wells. Some of these wells are currently
sampled as part of the Title 22 monitoring program, but
it may be necessary to increase the number and
frequency of parameters analyzed;

Water quality and water level data at five existing
standard monitoring wells and one existing MP
monitoring well, which include the Baldwin Park Key
Well and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
deep multiple port (MP) monitoring well (MWS-I). Also,
continued sampling of selected facility site assessment
wells.~ Although most site assessment wells penetrate a
relatively small portion of the saturated zone, their
location upgradient of likely extraction well clusters
make selected wells favorable monitoring points for
assessing future water quality at the clusters;

Water quality and water level data at two new MP
monitoring wells (or equivalent conventional well
clusters);

Water quality and water level data at two new two-well
monitoring well clusters (These wells were addled in
response to public comments on the FS and Proposed Plan
- See Part III of this ROD.);

Water quality and water level data at eight new three-
well monitoring well clusters (One three’well cluster
was added in response to public comments on the FS and
Proposed Plan - see Part III of this ROD.);
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¯ Three new piezometer clusters, each containing ~ree
wells (one set near each extraction well in Subarea 3)
to provide more detailed data on water level changes
near the extraction wells and evaluate theeffectlve
capture zone of the extraction wells; and

¯ Wellhead water quality data, depth-speciflc water
quality data, spinner logging, and water level data at
or adjacent to the five new extraction wellsz - to
evaluate the effectiveness of contaminant removal.

Locations and construction information on existing
production and monitoring wells are shown in Table ROD-7 and
Figure ROD-14. The purpose and location of the new wells are
described in Table ROD-8 and Figure ROD-14. The depth and number
of sampling zones are based, in part, on estimates of the
vertical extent of groundwater contamination.

Additional monitoring wells or piezometers shall be
installed to replace existing wells if significant vertical
gradients complicate the interpretation of water level data
collected from production wells; or if existing wells currently
planned for inclusion in the program are abandoned.

Locations shown in Figure ROD-14 may be revised, or
locations added or eliminated, if extraction locations change, if
EPA’s interpretation of the lateral or vertical extent of
contamination changes, if influent concentrations to the
treatment facilities vary unexpectedly (requiring installing
additional wells to evaluate the magnitude and cause of the
observed deviation); if source investigations identify previously
unknown sources requiring characterization; or if individual
facility or property owners install new wells that should be
included in the monitoring program.

The remedy shall also include sampling of influent and
effluent water quality, into and exiting the treatment
facilities, and other collection and analysis of interpretive
data needed to meet the monitoring objectives outlined in this
section. EPA also recommends one-time geophysical logging of
new-well pilot holes and aquifer testing at new wells to provide
information on aquifer parameters and characteristics.

~2 A cost-effective means of obtaining this data is to

instnll a permanent access pipe in at least one well at each
extraction well cluster. This allows for spinner logging and
collection of depth-speciflc water samples during operation.
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II. 6 ProJemt Costs

The following two tables present estimates of the capital
costs, and operation and maintenance costs, for the remedy. The
estimated construction cost subtotal, which includes the
extraction, treatment, conveyance, and monitoring hardware, is
$25 milllon3. An additional $22 million is added to account for
engineering design, construction services, legal and
administrative costs, contingencies, and land acquisition. The
majority of the estimated construction costs of the remedy (more
than 75%) are associated with the treatment and conveyance

components. The majority of the estimated operating costs of the
remedy is for the purchase of electricity and carbon.

3 This estimate does not include the costs of the three
monitoring well clusters added to the remedy in response to
public commentq. The estimated capital cost of the three wells
is less tha~ $0.4 million; the estimated operating cost is less
than $0.1 million.
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Extraction System: New Groundwater
Extraction Wells and Monitoring Wells

Treatment System for VOC Removal

Conveyance System: Pipelines, Pump
Stations, and Other Conveyance System
Hardware

Other Construction Costs

"Bid and Scope" Contingencies
(estimated at 35% of extraction,
treatment, conveyance, and other
construction costs)

Construction Services (’estimated at 10%

Baldwin Park ROD

4.1~

Engineering Design, Legal, and
Administrative Costs (estimated at 22%
of extraction, treatment, conveyance,
other construction, contingency, and
land acquisition costs)

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS:

t0.7

8.5

1.6

8.8

3.4
of extraction, treatment, conveyance,
other construction, and contingency

costs.)

Land Acquisition I. 5

8.5

47.1~

6O

II     III
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Electrical Costs for Extraction Wells 1.5

Electrical Costs for Pump Stations 0.7

Electrical Costs for Treatment System 0.4

Carbon Replacement 0.9

Other Treatment Plant Costs 0.8

Monitoring Well Sampling 0.7~

Maintenance (estimated as 2% of capital 0.7
cost estimate)

Purveyor Reimbursement Costs
(estimated at $50/acre-foot)~

TOTAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS:

- 1.5

4.23

The net present value of the remedy, assuming 30 years of
operation, a discount rate of 7%, and purveyor reimbursement of
$50/acre-foot, is $99.7 million~.

Three major assumptions made in developing the cost estimates are
described below.

Availability of Existing Wells: The cost estimate assumes
that two inactive existing water supply wells in the OU
area, owned by local purveyors, can be used as part of the
remedy. If additional existing wells are used, costs would
decrease slightly. If, instead, new wells must be
constructed, capital costs would increase slightly.

EPA expects that water psrveyors that accepted and
distributed treated water would contributeto project operating
costs to offset any savings resulting from not using other
sources of water. These avoided costs range from $30 per acre-
foot for purveyors that pump clean groundwater to more than $300
per acre-foot for purchases of imported water. One acre-foot
equals 325,829 gallons.
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Estimated Contaminant Conoentratlons: If actual contaminant
concentrations differ from the estimated concentrations, or
if new contaminants are detected, operating costs will
change. If the deviations are large, capital modifications
may be necessary. The largest impact would be if increasing
nitrate (N0~) concentrations in the groundwater make
installation of N03 treatment necessary. The cost of NO3
treatment is not included because of limitations inEPA,s
ability to predict the timing and magnitude of future
increases in NO3 concentration in groundwater, and
uncertainty about NO3 treatment requirements of the
recipients of the treated water.

Availability of Existing Treatment Faoillties:    The cost
estimate assumes that new treatment facilities, with a
capacity of 19,000 gpm, must be built. One or more planned
or existing treatment facilities maybe available and offset
the need for new treatment capacity, reducing the capital
costs of new treatment facilities.

12. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

As required under Section 121 of CERCLA, the selected
interim remedy is protective of human health and the environment,
complies with Federal and State requirements that are legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate to the interim remedial
action, and is cost effective. The selected remedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference
for remedies that employ treatment to reduce toxicity, mobility,
and volume as a principal element.

12.1 Proteotlon of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy will protect human health and the
environment by limiting further downgradient and vertical
migration of contaminated groundwater and removing significant
contaminant mass from the aquifer. The remedy will reduce
potential risks by decreasing the likelihood and magnitude of
future exposure to cohtaminated groundwater, contaminant
concentrations in the groundwater in the areas to be addressed by
the remedy are currently tens to thousands of times acceptable
levels. The selected treatment technologies are technically
feasible and proven effective at meeting AP3h~s for VOCs in the
treated groundwater and air. Implementation of the remedy will
not pose unacceptable short-term risks. In addition, no adverse
cross-media impacts are expected.
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12.2 Compliance withes

Baldwin Park ROD

l~steTheid selected remedy shall comply with all ARARs, which arein Section i0 of thisROD. No ARARs waivers are expected
to be needed. Because the selected remedy is an interim remedy,
it may not achieve final cleanup levels for the groundwater and
no chemical-specificARARs for aquifer cleanup are included. In
Alternatives 1-4, chemical,specificARARs for the treated water
from the VOC treatment plant are Federal MCLS and more stringent
State MCLs for VOCs.

12.3 Cost-EEfeotiveness and Utilization of Permanent
Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies to the Maximum
Extent Praoticable

EPA believes that the selected remedy is cost-effective and
utilizes permanent solutions and treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable for an interim remedy. The selected
remedy will reduce the mobility of the contaminants in two
critical portions of the aquifer and will permanently reduce the
volume of contamination by limiting the spread of the
contamination and removing contaminant mass. The likelihood that
the remedy will operate for as many years as needed will be
increased if, as recommended, the treated water becomes a
dependable source of potable water. If the treated groundwater
becomes a dependable source of potable water, it would provide an
incentive for recipients of the treated water to support the
project’s Continued operation. The remedy calls for the
construction of conveyance systems and negotiation of agreements
needed to supply treated water to water purveyors for
distribution to their customers.

Extraction of contaminated groundwater in a third portion of
the aquifer would increase the effectiveness of the remedy and
reduce the mobility and volume of contaminants by further
limiting migration within the area of contamination and removing
additional contaminant mass. Costs would increase, however, by
approximately 50%. (The area of contamination addressed in the
Baldwin Park OU is large, making it infeasible to limit migration
throughout the entire area of contamination. Any realistic
remedy must select the area or areas of contamination that would
benefit most from additional protection.) EPA does not believe
that the incremental benefits of groundwater extraction in a
third subarea warrant the additional costs a£ present, given that
the selectedremedy is an interim remedy. Adding a third area
may also decrease the implementability of the remedy due to the
need to distribute 50% more treated water, possibly delaying
implementation of the project. Implementability issues include
the need to reach agreements with additional parties thatwould
receive treated water from an OU, resolution of water rights
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issues, and acquisition of additional property and/or easements
for the construction of extraction wells, treatment facilities,
and conveyance facilities.

EPA evaluated comments from the State, which concurred with
EPA’s proposed remedy, and comments from the community, which are
mixed in their recommendations. The community offered comments
on a variety of topics, including the size of the remedy and the
disposition of the treated water. Some commenters recommended a
larger remedy; others recommended a smaller remedy. The more
than 400 public comments received during the public comment
period, along with EPA’s responses, are presented in Part III of
this ROD.

The most significant factors in the selection of the remedy
are theinterlm status of the remedy, uncertainty about the cost-
effectiveness of the alternatives not selected, and
implementability. The Superfund evaluation criteria that were
the most important in selecting the remedy were long-term
effectiveness; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume;
implementability; and cost.

12.4 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

This interim remedy will use treatment (air stripping and/or
LGAC) to address the principal threat posed by the site:
exposure to contaminated groundwater. Future actions may be
needed, however, to completely reduce the threat to acceptable
levels.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances
remaining on-site above health-based levels, EPA shall conduct a
review, pursuant to CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.S.C. Section 9621,
at least once every five years after commencement of remedial
action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment.

13. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan was released for public comment in May
1993. The Proposed Plan called for groundwater extraction and
treatment in the upper and lower areas (as identified in
Alternative i). The Proposed Plan differed from the description
of Alternative 1 in the FS in one aspect: it identiZied local
water purveyors and Metropolitan as potential recipients of the
treated water. EPA reviewed all written and verbal comments
submitted during the public comment period. Upon review of these
comments, it was determined that no significant changesto the

remedy, as it was originally identified in the ProPOsed Plan,
were necessarY.
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Table RODol
Baldwin Park area

Contaminant

Partial List of Contaminants Detected in Groundwater in the

Trichloroethylene (TCE)
1,1-Dichloroethane (1,1-DCA)
1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE)
cis-l,2-Dichloroethene
trans-l,2-Dichloroethene
1,2-Dichloroethane (1,2-DCA)
Acetone
Methylene Chloride
Vinyl Chloride
Trichlorofluoromethane (TCFM)
Tetrachloroethene (PCE)
Carbon Tetraehloride (CTC)
1,1,1-Trichloroethane (1,1,I-TCA)
Benzene
Toluene
Bromodichloromethane (BDCM)
Chloroform
Chlorobenzene
1,1,1,2-Tetraohloroethane
1,2,3-Trichloropropane
Freon 113
1,2-Dibromoethane
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Table ROD-2
Chemicals of Potential Concern in Groundwater

Concentration2
\

Maximum
#Detecff Arithmetic Standard Upper 95|h Contaminant

Chemical #Sampled’ Mean Deviation Percentile LeveP

I, 1,1 -Tdehloroethane 6/28 2.1 4.6 3.9 2OO

I, l-Dichloroethane 7128 0.7 0.5 0.8 5

1,1 -Dichloroethcne I 8/28 3.5 9.5 7.1 6

1,2-Dichloroeth~e 11/28 2.0 3.1 3.2 0.5
.| .... ,,

Acetone 2/28 4.9 I3.9 10.3
,,

Benzene 2/28 0.5 0.06 0.5 l

Carbon Disulfide 2/28 0.6 0.2 0.6

Carbon Tetrachloride 11128 1.8 2.8 2.9 0.5

Chloroform 13128 2.2 3.1 3.4 100

cis- 1,2-Dichloroethene 8/20 6.7 15.7 14.0 6

Ethylbenzene 1/28 0.5 0.003 0.5 680
,,,,

Methylene Chloride 1/28 0.5 0.02 0.5 5
.... , .     J

Tetrachlorocthene 21/28 12.7 30.5 24.6 ¯5

Toluene 2/28 0.5 0.07 0.5 1000

tmns-l,2-Dichloroethene 3/8 0.6 0.2 0.8 10

Trichloroethylene 22128 55.1 .... 107.8 96.9 5

Xylene I128 0.5 0.01 0.5 1750
.,,.. ., ¯ . ¯ .... . ...... = ,

IDuplicate samples are averaged before summary statistics are calculated.
2Data taken from E~OUFS. Includes all wells except VIOAMMW1.
~State or federal Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL), whichever is lower.

Note:
-- Indicates no available MCL.

= r

lOOl~l I .LAO
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0.09

0.I

0,0009

~llfl’~e .+~Stlrce "l"ttltt at+ ,~1�

HEAST 0.3 HEAST .-

HEAST O.I IIEAST Mtrnmary, l..Jvet

EPA - IRIS Kidn~y~ Ad~mlI. I - DiCht,.~r,,~lhCnc        ~v~:r

1,2+ Dishlo~clhsn¢ - - IRIS -. IRIS Stomach,

Mamr~o/, L2vcr

At�toot Uvef, K;d~)’ 0, I IRIS - |RIS --

~r~c~ .... IRIS -. IglS BIoo4

, C.rt~tm Dhul{~dc _ F<I.I ToxicltylMalf’orn’~tlon O.I :: IRIS 0.OQ3 HEAsT -

C, rbon T<t~chlorid¢ L;ver 0,0007 LRI5 - IRIS L;vsr

Chlor~r.rm L~v. 0.01 L~IS - IRIS Liver, K~d~y

ciJ - I, 2-D;chforo~< n¢ Blood 0.01 }[EAST *- IRIS -

~y~b+~+~ .....p.,, ~,~ o,~ IRiS ...... o,3 Iris -
Mcthyl,~m Chloddc Uver 0,06 IRIS 0,9 HEA.TI’ Lung, LIver

Tetrschlor~thcne Liver 0.0I IRIS -
I IRIS

Mver, Lcukemi~

Toluene CHS. Eyes. Ho~�~ Liver, 0.2 IRIS 0,6 HEAST -
K~r~y

,*as+ 1,2+Dichloro~d’~ 81008 0.02 IRIS - IRIS -
, , =,,, ........ ~ .P ....... : .......

Tdchloroethyfcn~ . - .................. 0.006 ECAO - .......
, IRIS

Lung, Ltwr

×~,10~ u.,, ~o.~,v,,,o.,,c.S~ : rots o.o9 .E~’r
Feto~oxk;ty

HetI~ glTeet~ A3seun~nl Summary Tsblch EPA, lg@lh.HEAST -

Csm~nol~mlc Potency
(mg/keJday)"~’

Ond [nh.ht~m
Slope W~ghl of ~.pe W~ghl of

Faclnr gdde.ce’ Source F~Clor gv|dts~e~ Source

-- .O IRLq - D IRIS

-- C IRIS - C HEAST
....... ! - . ! ........ ,! -

"" C EPA - C EPA

O.091 B2 IRIS 0.091 B2 IRiS

- O IRIS - D IRIS

0,029 A IRIS 0.029 A IRIS

.... falS ~ -- IRIS¯ _~ ........± . . : ....... ± : ....
O.l~ B2 IRIS 0.13 B2 IRIS

0.0061 B2 IRIS 0.051 B2 IRIS

- D IRIS - D IRIS

- D /RI$ .- D IRIS

o.ooTs ,,2 mIS o,ool~ ~i IRIs
O.O~I 82 HEAST 0.002 B2 HEAST

- D IRiS - D IRIS

-- -- IRIS -- -- [PdS

0.011 B2 HEAST 0,017 B2 HEAST

- -- O ~RIS - D LR[S

, , , .... ..... . ....

IRIS =, InteJ~rcled Risk InDrm*lio~System, EPA, 1992/’.

I
EPA = I ,l.D;chlorocd~cnc is evaluatc<[ =¢�ordinl Io = moclificd.R(’O approach: Group C sarcino|cns wh(ch cxhibff weak cvidcnce ofcsrclno~n[=~ty arc cornp=rcd to ~� oral RfD/I0, EPA, 1990r.
ECAO = Environmental CHterla ~ Asscumcn~ O~¢e, F.~A, I992c. ¯

- ~ {..ronv~fian ~ .vaihbfe.
CNS = Ccm~l Ncrvc~* Syslcm.

~Wdgh( of Evld~ncc Group=: A~sH~manC~‘rt.mc~n;BhP~ibI¢{4umanC~rcin~’‘n(B|.Iimit’.devide~¢~f~|~gen~c~y~ahu~B2-su~n~¢v~d¢~e~fca~|~en|c;tyia=n{~Isw~nsd~q~t¢~
hc~k of cvldence in humans); C is Pm~ible Human C~rc}nogen~ D is Not CJJssifhblc Is, to Hum|n C, rclnoscn;cl~y,
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Chemical

1, I, l-Trichloroethane

I, 1 -Dichloroethane

I, l-Dichloroethene

] ,2-Dichlorcethane

Table :ao~-4
Estimated Excess Lifetime Cancer Risk from

Domestic Use of Groundwater

Average Exposure             Reasonable Maximum ExposureIngestion.
, Inhalation ......... ing’estion .......... lnha’iat|on

....... - ,, ....... , , ,,,, , , ..., ,, ,= ,, ,,, : ., , , ,=

6 x 10.7 6 X 10.7 3 X I0~ 3 X 10"~

5X 104 5XI0"a 2X 10.7 2XI0°

xl0" ’ ’ i 8xl0" 4x10" 4xlO"
5x 10"~ 6x10.7 2x10.7 3x10"~

.... ix lO~ 3 x Io-’ 4 x lo-’ ......9X 10:’ .....
...... 9-x 10~ 9 x 10-a ....... 1 x I0"s ............ 6 x 10.7

, [ ,, .... .
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Benzene ..........

Carbon Disulfide
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Table ~, ROD-6
U~crt,~t~es Assocht~l With Risk E~timahnas

t~e,-~ty’F~cr Effects of Uucertah~" Coml~s~£
, , ~

L Exposure ~ea~

Expomr~ s ,sumptlortl May over- or un,demUirnau: rilk Ammmpdo~ rq~acdiag medh i~tak~.
population ch~met~n*’Gca (e.g., body
weight, fife Ipan, ct~.), and expom.Jr~
patlecns may no4 chsracteriz.e acuutl
exposures.          , .....

Concentrations ate assumed to bc con.sUn[ May over- or undere~tlm*U~ ~sk Does not Jw~:tmn[ for ©nvln~me~l fate,
tmuport, or trilufcr, which may ~duc~
chcm~¢cl �o~cXadoa. Does
recount for fi.’m~ de|radado~ xo
~o~:ntially marc toxic ~cmicah (e.g.,
POE end TCE to vinyl chlorldc).

ContemJ~n4 lou during Imrnplin[ May undereuimal¢ risk May undCn:S~im.ate VOCa pt~scm.

Esfimati~ inhalation exposurct for released May over- o4" undcrc~rt~l~ rlak Several variable* affect the degree of
VOCs flora tap water axpomJrt, including waif l~lri~crltur~,

., . ,,

Exam of sampling effort May over- or u~tcre.~irnate risk Sampling may not accurately char*ct~rLT~
tkc medium b~ing evaluated.

Cl~mic*l tmt[ysia procedures May over- or uadcrcuimat~ rixk Syntactic or random errors may (~:cur
during chemical analysis.

..=

l, ntakc May un~e~stlmate risk Atsumes �ll i~skc of contaminanu is
from ~� exp~ture medium bcing
evaluated (no rclifivc scarce
contribution).

IL Tox~q~ Assessment

Caner slope factor May overtstimatc ride Slope factors arc upper 95th percent
confidence limits derived from ¯
lluarizcd mode[. Cortxidc*~l urdikcly
to un~ercstlrrutc risk+ er,~eclclly for low
dor~s.

Toxicity valt.~a derived from anirr~l studies May over- or under~r~te risk Ex~rapotatloet f.rum enimal to hurr~u~m
for carcinogenic and noncarclnogcnic effecu may induce error becauu: of differences

in sbtoq~tio~, pharmacokinctics, target
organ~, cn.zyraes, and populatioa
vcrlabil~ly.

Toxicity values dedved prlr~d|y from high May over- o4" underc*timate risk AS.~mmes ilncsr dote m~pon~
doses, e~o~ CX]~OltUt’~S are at low dos4~s ~lation,hip at tow doses. PossibiLity

t.~at some thrctholds do ex~l.

Toxicity Value* May over- or undcreuimate risk Hot all valued known with abe Lame
degree o(cet’~tinty. May change :as r~w
evidence becomes avai|abie.

Toxicity values dcrivcd from homogeneous May over- o� undercstin-,~,te risk Human population may have i wide

crfimal popuhdom~ range of ~,cr~itlviGcs to a che~csl.
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Table ; ~-3D-7
Groundwater Mon~rk~ Pr~rsm-ExlstJng Walls

Perforated Intervsh (It)

Sheet 2 of 2

Qusr/erl!
.............. Sampling

,4t5 Sth 6th 7th gilt Through Other
Pro~rsms Ststu~

I ......... ; ,,,, | ,, ,,,, , ....

x Active

Activc
! , ...........

Intctiv¢

x         Aclivc

08000070 451 290-433

MWS-0I~ 1,521~ 216-226 287-297

ZI O(XXX~ 300 75-175 180-195
,    , ,,t ,, -- , ,,,,

WtoNcMwl N^ .... ~, [,
WI 1AZW01 354 148-354

WIlAZW03 "I 385 [ lso-395

WItAZW09 NA NA
¯ , _ , L     i ~---~

NA-lnforrrmtlon not avJiltbtc.
tPmposcd cxtrsct~on w�11,
~EPAWSI01-EPAWS113,

Site ,,sscss well

Site tssess, well

Site tssc~s, well

S~tc ssscss, well

~Other p<:rfontted intervals = 1.030-t ,040; 1,123-I,133; 1,256--t ,266; 1,387-I,397; 1,496-1,505 fc~,
,,, =      ~ ,,,,,              ,, ..... ~ .,,



[ ................... Table RS- ROD-8
Groundwater Monitoring Program- New Wells

(Proposed Plan Alternative)
, ., .................... , ,, ....... , ,.,

Well No. Total Perforated Inlm-vals (R)t
Depth ......... , "’ , , ,, ,,,’,    , , , , , , ,

r
, ,,,,.,,, i i , , ,i ...... , ..... ,    , ,,

(co 1st 2nd 3rd 4th ~th 6~ 7th Monitoring Well Purpose
,,, ,,, i .... ,,,,, , ,,

MW5-02 1,80O~ 200-210 3o0-310 400.4~0 50O-510 600-610 700-710 800-810 Monitoring for most of the aquifer downgrad~cnt of Subarea 3 to CJl a data

,, ,,,,, gap for remedial d~ign and to monitor fcmeclial effcctlven~s, ,,,

MW5-03 1,200~ 300-310 400-410 500-510 600-610 700.710 800-810 9~910 Monitoring across the entire aquifer downgradicnt of Subarea 1 to fdl a ds~
gap for remedial design and to monitor fore,dial eff¢ctiven~s

MW5-04P (3) 250 I g0-240 Thm¢ piezom~ers loe.alezl around Clusb~r 4 to evaluate rem~ial effectiveness
of extraction, not needed for remedial design

,,, , ...... , .............. L,

MW5-05: 6OO 190-200 390-400 580.590 Monitoring at Cluster 5 to provide contaminant data for remcdhl d~ign prior
to installation of tl’m extraction well

, ,,, ,, ,i ,,,,, , , , ,,, ,., ......... , , ,

MW-OSP (3) 250 Ig0-240 Three piezomelers located around Cluster 5 to evaluale remedial effectlveness
of ~ction, not needed for remedial design

, ,, , i,, , .... i        , ........... , ,    , , ,

MWS-06P (S) 25O 180-240 Three piezome.ters located around Cluster 6 to evaluate rein=dial effcctlvenesg
of extraction, not need for remediat design

i i,i ill , ,, ......... ..........

MWS.07 6OO 190-200 39O-4O0 580.590 Fill data gap for r~medhl design and provide upgradlent early warning

MW5-1 I’ 70O 290-300 49O-5O0 680-690 Monitoring at Cluster 13 to provide contaminant data for remedial d~ign
prior !o ~staUatio~ ofth, emlctbn ~ll ..............., i

MWS.12 650 250.260. 45O-46O 63O-640 Upgtadlcnt early warning monitoring for Cluster 4 during implementation,
not needed for remedial design

, , , , , ,,,, ¯ ...... .... , i.    , ,, ,.,, , ,i , , ,      ,,,    , ...... .

MW5-13 70O 340.350 510-520 680-690 Fill data gap for v:medial design and provide upgradient early warning
monitoring for. Clusters 10 and 13 during implementation

, ,,,. , ~ ......

MW5-14 650 250:260 63O-64O Fill data gap for remedial design and provide upg~dient early warning
monitoring for Cluster 4 during implementation ’ ..........

MWS-t5 700 f90.20O 450-460 6~0-690 Fdi data gap for rernediat design and provide upgradi~t early wamhg
monitoring for Cluster 6 during implementation

,,,, ,

MW5-16 600    340-350 460-47O 59O-600 Provide additonal data on vertical distribution of contamination at location of
known shallow contamination
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Well No, Total
Depth

............ (m ....
MWS-17 700 500-510

MWS-lg’ 600 450-460

2nd 3rd

680-690

¯ , ......... , ,,

5g0:590

4th ~th    6th

’Subject to revls[onlehangc.
~MP monitoring w¢1~-other perforated interval~= l,O00-I,OIO; t,200.-1,210: l,,~O0-l,dlO; 1,600-1,610:1,7,~0-I790
~MP monitoring well- other perforated intervals= [,O00-I,OlO; [,IO0-I,l IO; I,I80-t,190
~I’o be Iocaled it eorres-ponding extraction well cluster rite.

Perfo~ted Intervals (ft)t

7th MonRorLqg Well Purpose

Pmvlde tdditionsl dart on the lateral and v~,.ical extent of eontamlnation
............. A,,wy from flteilitles in Subarea 1

Monitoring xt Clu~tet 10 to provide deeper contaminant data. for remediat
design prior to in~tallatlon of th," extrtctlon wells
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INTRODUCTION

The Responsiveness Summary summarizes and responds to all
significant comments received during the public comment period
for the Remedial Investigation, Feasibility Study, and Proposed
Plan for the Baldwin Park Operable Unit (OU) of the San Gabriel
Valley Superfund Sites in Los Angeles County, Californiaz. The
public comments period ran from May 13 through August 12, 1993.
Twenty-six individuals and organizations submitted more than 400
comments. Most commentors submitted between one and ten
comments; one commentor submitted approximately 250 commer~s.

This summary is divided into two sections. The first
section provides responses to comments that were submitted
multiple times or which require lengthy responses. These
responses are labeled Responses A through F. The second section
of the Responsiveness Summary presents a restatement (in
quotation marks) or paraphrased version of each significaI~
comment received, and EPA’s response. The majority of the
comments were submitted in writing; oral comments made during the
EPA-sponsored public meeting held in Baldwin Park on May 20, 1993
are included last.

Some comments, and EPA’s responses, refer to a page,
Figure, Table, or section number. If not noted otherwise, these
numbers refer to the two-volume Baldwin Park Operable unit
Feasibility Study, included in the Baldwin Park Operable Unit
Administrative Record as AR Numbers 394 and 395.

Copies of all written comments received by EPA are
included in the Baldwin Park OU Administrative Record, available
for review at EPA’s regional office in San Francisco and at the
West Covina Public Library in West covina, CA. The transcript of
the public meeting, including all of the questions, comments and
responses made during the meeting, is also included in the
Record.

IOne set of comments submitted by Aerojet General Corporation,
Azusa Land Recla~ution Company, and Oil Solvent Process Company
after the close of the public comment period are also addressed.
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BALDWIN PARK OU RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

RESPONSE A.      THE NEED FOR ACTION IN SUBAREA 3=      RESPONSE TO THE
PLUME STABILiZATION/PLUME EQUILIBRIUM HYPOTHESIS~

In their Comments on the Feasibility Study Report and Proposed
Plan for the Baldwin Park Operable Unit, dated August 1993, the
San Gabriel Basin Industry Coalition (the Coalition) opposes
EPA’s proposed remedial action in Subarea 3. The Coalition
asserts that "sufficient data exist to suggest that the
contaminant plume has "stabilized" and may be at or reaching
equilibrium." They argue that "additional data need to be
gathered and analyzed to confirm or refute" their hypothesis that
plume equilibrium has been achieved.

We first present a summary of our response. A detailed response
follows.

SUMMARY OF RESPONSE

There is evidence of continued contaminant migration in
and immediately downgradient of Subarea 3. The Coalition
ignores this evidence in their comments.

The Coalition claim of "plume oscillation and retraction,,
results from a misinterpretation of water quality data.

The Coalition claim of "plume stabilization/equilibrium"
is at odds with the widely-accepted belief that advective
forces dominate contaminant transport in high-velocity
sand and gravel aquifers such as in the Baldwin Park area.
The Coalition lists processes known to resist advective
forces or remove contaminant mass and then speculates that
the identified processes collectively could stabilize the
plume. The Coalition does not offer site-specific or
quantitative evidence that the listed processes will do so
and ignores site-specific evidence that the listed
processes are not significant in Subarea 3 and do not
contribute to plume equilibrium. The Coaltion fails to
support their unfounded, unconventional hypothesis.

The field investigations proposed by the Coalition are
unlikely to prove or disprove the Coalition hypothesis.
much more extensive and costly investigation would be
needed to prove or disprove that the plumes hav4
stabilized and to monitor indefinitely for any further
contaminant movement. Enough wells would be needed to
delineate and then detect changes in the size and
composition of individual contaminant plumes. EPA

A
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believes that additional field investigations are needed
to support the design of the proposed remedy, but not to
establish the need for remedial action in Subarea 3. The
millions of dollars that would be spent on exhaustive site
characterization to evaluate the Coalition hypothesis
would be better directed toward clean up.

The objectives of EPA’s remedy are to limit contaminant
migration and remove contaminant mass. The Coalition does
not disagree that EPA’s proposed remedy would remowe
significant contaminant mass in Subarea 3.

We conclude that the Coalition comment does not lessen the need
for remedial action in Subarea 3.

The detailedresponse that follows includes a presentation of
site-specific evidence that clearly indicates the continued
migration of contamination, followed by an evaluation of tlhe
effect of each of the processes or factors identified by ~he
Coalition as potentially contributing to plume equilibrium.
Finally, we explore the scope and types of investigations that
would be required to demonstrate plume equilibrium.

DETAILED RESPONSE

~.I Evidonee of Continued Contaminant Migration

In part A.I of this response, we evaluate three important
indicators of continued migration of the groundwater
contamination in Subarea 3:

¯ increasing contaminant concentrations at wells within or
just downgradient of the Subarea;

increasing areal extent of contaminantplumes; and
; favorable hydraulic conditions for advective contaminant

transport.

Incre~s~na Contaminant con~e~tratlons

The Coalition comments imply that if the groundwater
contamination is spreading, contaminant concentrations should be
uniformly rising in existing downgradient wells. We believe that
this is an unreasonable test of continued contaminant migration
for reasons described in part A.2 of this response. T~e absence
of increasing concentration trends in existing wells would not

prove or disprove the continued migration of the groundwater
contamination.
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Documentation of increasing concentration trends at wells located
near the downgradient end of the Subarea must, howevert be viewed
as an indicator of continuing contaminant migration. There are
I0 wells located either within the downgradient portion of
Subarea 3 or Just downgradient of the Subarea that have been
sampled over the last 4 to 5 years. Sampling results since 1988
(see Figures RS-9, i0, II) show increasing concentrations at six
of these wells for either trichloroethylene (TCE) or carbon
tetrachloride (CTC). The six wells, and the contaminant showing
the increase, are:

Paddy Lane (01900031)- TCE
La Puente No. 2 (01901469)- TCE
La Puente No. 3 (01902859)- TCE
La Puente No. 4 (08000062)- TCE
San Gabriel Valley B4B (51902858)- CTC
San Gabriel Valley B4C (51902947)- CTC

These data provide a very strong indicator of continuing
contaminant migration in the area. In fact, concentrations of
TCE in the Paddy Lane well (within Subarea 3) and the La Puente
wells (just downgradient of Subarea 3) have reached all-time
highs within the last year. Also in the last year or so,
increasing contaminant concentrations have forced La Puente
Valley County Water District, San Gabriel Valley Water Company,
and Cal Domestic Water Company to install wellhead treatment at
their Baldwin Park area wells.

Incre~sinu Areal Extent of Contaminant Plum@s

Increasing areal extent of contaminant plumes is another prime
indicator of contaminant migration in the subsurface. It is
difficult, however, to measure increases or decreases in areal
extent in Subarea 3 because individual plumes have not been
delineated. Uniform movement of the broadly-defined "area of
contamination" would not be expected and, further, could not be
detected with the available downgradient monitoring points.

A key point in the Coalition plume equilibrium theory is their
assertion that there has been an "oscillation" of the
downgradient extent of contamination in the vicinity of the I~10
freeway. They state that evidence exists to indicate
downgradient movement of the "plume" between 1980 and 1985 and an
apparent "retraction of the Subarea 3 TCE plume" during 1985 to
1990. This interpretation is unsupported; data are not available
to support either the "oscillation" or "retraction" claim.. The
downgradient wells apparently used to support their claim (as
shown in the figure in Appendix E of the Coalition’s comments)
are San Gabriel Valley’s B4 wells (well nos. 51902858 and
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51902947). These wells were deepened in the late 1980s and the
screened intervals were changed from approximately 175 to 475
feet below ground surface (bgs) to approximately 900 to 1100 feet
bgs. Thus, the post-1988 sampling data are not comparable to the
earlier data and cannot in any way be used to claim "plume
oscillation."

There are no other data available to support the claim of plume
"retraction. or "oscillation". There are no monitoring locations
in the upper several hundred feet of the aquifer at this location
or for nearly a mile downgradient.

Hvdrogeoloalc Conditions in Subarea 3

Hydrogeologic conditions in Subarea 3 are favorable for advective
transport of contaminants in the aquifer. Using a range of
hydraulic conductivity values (150 to 300 feet/day), an effective
porosity of 0.25, and a range of horizontal gradients (0.001 to
0.025) for Subarea 3, the estimated average linear groundwater
flow velocity in Subarea 3 ranges from approximately 200 to 1,000
feet/year. And, as illustrated in Figure 2-3 and Plates 2, 3,
and 5 of the Feasibility Study, the lithology of Subarea 3 is
predominantly coarse-grained deposits, with relatively small
percentages of fine-grained, organic-rich sediments such as silt
and clay. In this type of coarse-grained, high-velocity
groundwater flow environment it is widely-accepted that advection
is the primary contaminant transport process. In the absence of
site-specific, quantitative data to the contrary, it is
reasonable toassume that contaminant migration will continue
within and out of the Subarea. Very high retardation rates and
active degradation mechanisms would be required to offset the
large advective influence. The presumption must be that the
contaminated groundwater will continue to migrate.

A.2 ABSENCE OF SITE-SPECIFIC EVIDENCE FOR "PLUME EQUILIBRID~4"

In their comments, the Coalition selectively present evidence and
arguments in support of their hypothesis. In this section, we
examine the Coalition claims and identify significant
deficiencies in the Coalition evaluation. We examine and respond
to three claims:

Are contaminant concentration trends stagnant or declining?
Is there site-specific evidence that contaminant fate and
transport mechanisms are at work at rates to stop migration?
Do conditions in Subarea 3 differ significantly from
conditions in Subareas 1 and 2 where the Coalition
acknowledges that migration is occurring?
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We believe that the answer to each of these questions is no.

A~@Contamlnant Concentration Trends St~qna~t or Decllninu~[
Answer: No.

If plume equilibrium has been reached in Subarea 3, then
contaminant concentrations throughout and downgradient of ~e
Subarea should be stagnant or declining. The only concentrations
potentially increasing would be those of degradation "daughter,’
products, and these should be associated with a corresponding
decline in the "parent" products.

Contaminant concentrations are not, as asserted by the Coalition,
uniformly stagnant or declining in and downgradient of Subarea 3.
As described in part A.1 of this response (and shown in Figures
RS-9 to 11), concentrations of the primary contaminants TCE and
CTC have increased at 6 of the i0 wells in the area over the last
4 years. This indicates that contamination is continuing to
migrate within and downgradient of Subarea 3. Three other wells
show decreasing trends of the primary contaminant (either TCE or
~c)

The reasons that the increasing concentration trends are
¯ accompanied by some declining concentration trends are difficult

to determine due to the complexity of the contaminant sources and
variability in groundwater flow conditions. One likely cause of
of the trends is the variability in groundwater flow direction
due to changes in the location, amount, timing, and duration of
pumping and recharge. Accepting the Coalition’s tenuous "plume
equilibrium" hypothesis would require rejection of this more
likely explanation. Changes in flow direction can cause wells
that formerly sampled ,,middle-of-the-plume" concentrations to
later sample lower "plume fringe" concentrations. The only way
to dismiss this explanation would be the installation and long-
term sampling of a large number of monitoring wells in the hope
of delineating individual plumes, installation of wells known to
be at or near the "centerline" of each plume, and then sampling
long enough to show that contaminant concentrations remain stable
or decline. The feasibility of such an effort is discussed in

part A.3 of this response.

Another possible explanation for the declining concentrations
observed in selected wells is variabilityin the timing,
duration, and magnitude of the original sources of contamination.
Uncertainty about the sources of contamination makes it difficult

to determine if observed decreases in concentrations are
temporary, reflecting temporary decreases in the amount of
contaminants originally released into the subsurface, or are
evidence of plume equilibrium.
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IS There Site-sDeciflc Evidence that Contaminant Fate and
Transport Mechanisms are at Work at Rates to ~op Migration?

Answsr: No.

As organic contaminants come into contact with groundwater, they
dissolve and become solute. There are a number of physical and
chemical processes that affect the transport of solute in
groundwater. These include: advection, molecular diffusion,
mechanical dispersion, retardation, and degradation. Advection,
the transport of a contaminant by bulk groundwater flow (i.e., as
groundwater moves, so do the dissolved contaminants), is the
primary process by which contaminants migrate downgradientl.
Retardation and degradation act to slow, not stop, the movement
of contaminants relative to the movement of the groundwater.
Although it is widely accepted that in hlgh-velocity sand and
gravel aquifers (e.g., Subarea 3) advective forces dominate
contaminant transport, the Coalition claims just the opposite is
occurring in Subarea 3. The Coaltion has failed to support this
hypothesis.

The Coalition has listed and described the general nature of
contaminant fate processes that may influence contaminant
movement in Subarea 3, but has not presented any site-specific
evaluations of conditions in the Subarea.

The Coalition cites mechanisms that can contribute to plume
equilibrium in Subarea 3 by either reducing the contaminant mass
entering the Subarea (sourcereduction), reducing contaminant
concentrations in groundwater within the Subarea (retardation,
dilution, biological degradation), or removing contaminant mass
from the aquifer within the Subarea (contaminant removal,
volatilization). Each of these mechanisms may have some effect, .
but we believe it extremely unlikely that their combined
magnitude could completely stop contaminant migration. Each
mechanism is discussed in more detail below.

CoBtam~nant ~emoval

Contaminant removal by active groundwater production wells within
and just downgradient of Subarea 3 is minimal. The average
contaminant removal rate is estimated below for the period
between July 1987 and June 1992 using the average extraction rate
over this five-year period for all of the active production wells
in Subarea 3 and the average totalconcentration of chlorinated
volatile organic compounds (CVOCs) in each well or well cluster:
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Extraction Rate Average Cone. Removal Rate
acre .feet/day ~ poupda/day

17 0.00002
62 0.0008
64 0.0
28 0.0

2.8 0.064
8.5 0.I 1

Total: 0.175

Palm Ave. (08000039) 0.0005
Paddy Lane (01900031) 0.005
Big Dalton (01900035) 0.0
B6B,.B6C (71903093, 71900721) 0.0
B6D (78000098) 8.35
La Puente Cluster 4.7
(01901460, 01902859, 08000062)

Although this average removal rate of 0.175 pounds per day
certainly helps in the remediation of contamination in the
Subarea, it is not a significant number given the contaminant
mass already in-place in Subarea 3 (in the l,O00s of poth~ds range
given the average CVOC concentrations detected in the Subarea and
the estimated size of the contaminated area), and the upgradient
contaminant mass in Subarea 2 that will eventually migrate into
Subarea 3,

Source Reduction

The Coalition argues that "better management practices by users
of chlorinated solvents in the 1960s and 1970s" resulted in
reduced contaminant releases.

Although neither the Coalition nor individual Potentially
Responsible Parties (PRPs) have provided EPA with any data to
verify their claim (e.g., data comparing the volume of
contaminants released pre-1960 to the volume released since
1960), it is indeed likely that the magnitude of surface sources
has declined over the years. However, given the considerable
extent of groundwater contamination already present in Subareas 2
and 3, the large number of industrial sources located upgradient
where significant contamination has been detected in the vadose
(unsaturated) zone, it is quite likely that sizable, residual
subsurface sources exist that will continue to be a source of
dissolved contamination for many years to come.

Dilution

Dilution of contaminated groundwater from recharge or
infiltration of uncontaminated water acts to reduce the mass per
unit area or volume in the aquifer by spreading the contamination
into a larger volume of water, but does not reduce the mass of
contamination present in the aquifer. Dilution of contaminant
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concentrations by recharge/infiltration within Subarea 3 is
unlikely to be significant. The Subarea is mostly paved, with
little opportunity for substantial infiltration and no facilities
for artificial recharge. Thus, it is unclear how dilution !has
any impact on contributing to "plumeequilibrium" in Subarea 3,
as the Coalition claims.

The large volumes of water recharged to the aquifer in spreading
facilities upgradient of Subarea 3 do indeed affect the
contaminant concentrations observed entering the Subarea, both by
dilution and by influencing groundwater flow directions and
rates. However, these upgradient impacts do not contribute to
"plume equilibrium" within Subarea 3. Instead, it is probable
that the net effect of the large-scale recharge at the Santa Fe
Spreading Grounds is to periodically increase the local gradient,
thereby disrupting any equilibrium that might have been achieved,
by either sorption (retardation) or biological degradation,
discussed further below.

Sorption and desorption of organic solute (e.g., CVOCs) by the
organic component of the aquifer material, commonly referred to
as retardation, decreases the velocity of solutes in groundwater.
The amount of sorption of solutes onto the aquifer material is
primarily a function of: I) the organic content of the aquifer;
2) the mineralogy ofthe aquifer material, particularly the clay
content; and 3) the chemical characteristics of the solute..

In general, the primary factor controlling the retardation rate
in the aquifer is the organic carbon content of the aquifer
materials. Although we do not have any total organic carbon
measurements from the aquifer in Subarea 3, the occurrence of
organic carbon is typically associated with the clay content of
an aquifer. As discussed above, and in the Feasibility Study and
Interim Remedial Investigation Reports, the aquifer in Subarea 3
is very coarse-grained. Although there is a slightly higher
percentage of fine-grained materials in Subarea 3 than further
upgradient in Subareas i and 2, the aquifer still consists of an
overwhel/ning majority of sand and gravel. This implies that
retardation rates in the Subarea are quite low.

The amounts of contamination sorbed onto aquifer materials and
dissolved in groundwater are related. Over time, if contaminant
concentrations in groundwater decline, any contaminants that have
sorbed will dissolve. Thus, even if retardation rates were high,
without some type of contaminant removal or active degradation
(discussed below), retardation alone will only affect the rate of
contaminant movement between different portions of the aquifer,
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not contribute to the long-term containment and remediation of
contamination.

Biolcu~al Deqradation

The Coalition points to degradation as another "plume attenuation
mechanism" contributing to plume equilibrium in Subarea 3. The
Coalition claims that "there is evidence of significant
degradation of chlorinated ethenes (as evidenced by the presence
of daughter products in increasing ratios) as one moves
downgradient in the plume". Although there is a higher ratio of
daughter products in some downgradient wells, there are also
wells (both upgradient and downgradient) where this
generalization doesn’t hold true. In fact, in Subarea 3, TCE is
still the primary contaminant detected in groundwater samples.

In general, aromatic compounds such as benzene, toluene, and
xylene, can degrade fairly rapidly under both aerobic or
anaerobic conditions. However, for halogenated aliphatic
compounds such as the chlorinated ethenes (PCE, TCE, DCE, etc.),
anaerobic conditions are necessary for significant degradation to
occur (except where high concentrations of more readily degraded
compounds allow the co-metabolism of halogenated compounds).
Although site-specific data are not available, there is no

evidence tc suggest that widespread anaerobic conditions are
present in Subarea 3.

Degradation or "daughter" products, such as dichloroethenes and
dichloroethanes, are present in most of the wells monitored
within the Subarea, but concentrations of these compounds are
much lower than the concentrations of TCE (TeE is typically
detected at concentrations 3 to 5 times higher than all of the
potential degradation products combined). This implies that,
although it is likely that some degradation is occurring, it is
not "significant." In addition, there is the possibility that
dlchloroethenes and dichloroethanes themselves could have been
released at some sites. Even if there were "significant"
degradation occurring, the daughter products, some of which
(e.g., vinyl chloride) are more carcinogenic than the parent
products, would continue to migrate downgradient. Only the rate
would be affected. Only complete degradation, leaving no
hazardous constituents, will stop contaminant migration and
assist in aquifer remediation. The presence of vinyl chloride
would be a good indicator of active degradation proceeding
towards completion, however, vinyl chloride has not beeh detected
in the Subarea.
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VolatilizatioD

The Coalition definesvolatilization as the "transfer of
contaminant mass from the aqueous phase to the vapor phase,
enhanced by water table fluctuations, reducing theaque0us phase
concentrations." The Coalition further states that "it is not
clear at this point whether volatilization is a significant
factor or not." As illustrated in Section 3 of the Feasibility
Study, in Subarea 3, high levels of contaminants are spread
across the upper several hundred feet of the aquifer. Therefore,
any volatilization that does occur will impact only a very small
percentage of the overall contaminant mass. The remainder of the
contaminated water can continue to migrate. In addition,
transfer of contaminants to the vadose zone is, in part, a
reversible process, contaminants that do transfer to the vadose
zone can be transferred back to the saturated zone with
infiltrating water or by desorption during the next water level
rise. Some contaminants could potentially volatilize and move
into the shallow vadose zone or atmosphere by diffusion, but the
considerable depth to water would limit this (average depth to
groundwater in the Subarea exceeds i00 feet). It is unlikely
that volatilization plays a significant role in reducing
contaminant migration in Subarea 3.

Do Conditions inSubarea 3 Differ Siqniflc~ntlv from Subareasl
and 2~

Answer: No.

For plume equilibrium to occur in Subarea 3, but not in Subareas
1 and 2, physical, chemical, and biological conditions in Subarea
3 (e.g., lithology, hydraulic conductivity, groundwater
extraction) must be significantly different than those in other
subareas.

The Coalition offers some generalizations about conditions and
processes that they claim contribute to plume equilibrium, but
they do not offer any specifics that differentiate Subarea 3 from
the upgradient areas where the Coalition acknowledges that
migration is occurring. A comparison of key parameters is
provided below:

~: Comments from both the Coalition and Aerojet
Gencorp (Aerojet) describe significant changes in lithology

moving downgradient through the Baldwin Park area. The purported
increase in fine-grained sediments in Subarea 3 is used to
justify reducing hydraulic conductivity estimates (see below) and
claim increased retardation resulting from higher total organic
carbon (TOC) levels. Although there is indeed a slight increase
in finer-grained materials and a decrease in cobbles toward the
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downgradient end of Subarea 3, the available lithologic logs
(Plates 1 though 6 in the FS) show that the aquifer materials are
still predominantly sand and gravel. The more dramatic increase
in flne-grained materials occurs further downgradient, well
beyond the Subarea (FS, Figure 2-3 and Plate I).

Hydraulic conductivity. Comments fromthe Coalition and
AeroJet also both claim that hydraulic conductivity values are
significantly lower in Subarea3 than in the other Subareas.
Again, this claim is not supported by actual estimates from field
measurements. As shown in the Table below, there is not a trend
of decreasing hydraulic conductivity estimates towards the
downgradient end of Subarea 3.

Groundwat@r Extraction. Again, the Coalition and Aerojet
both cite groundwater extraction’s effect on grottndwater flow
conditions in Subarea 3 as another condition contributing to
"plume equilibrium." However, as shown above in the discussion
of contaminant removal, there is virtually no groundwater
extraction occurring in Subarea 3. The pumping wells that the
Coalition and Aerojet are apparently referring to are found in
four well clusters located between 1,200 and 4,800 feet
downgradient or cross gradient from the lower boundary of the
Subarea. Thus, they cannot contribute to plume equilibrium
within the Subarea; rather their presence reinforces the need to
contain higher levels of CVOCs in Subarea 3. In addition, all of
the extraction at two of the clusters (San Gabriel Valley’s B4
and B6 clusters) is from greater than 750 feet below ground
surface. At a third cluster (Suburban,s cross-gradient 139
cluster), over half of the production is from more than 550 feet
below ground surface. Extraction at these depths has little
impact on the primary contaminated interval in Subarea 3 located
between approximately 150 and 650 feet below ground surface.
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Baldwin Park Area Hydraulic Conductivity Estimates

Well Agency

Morada- 01900029 EPA

Lante- 08000060 EPA

Baldwin 3- 01900882 EPA

Baldwin 3- 01900982 Watermaster

Big Dalton- 01900035 EPA

Paddy Ln.° 01900031 EPA

B6B. 71900721 Watermaster

B6C- 71903093 EPA

140W4- 08000093 EPA

Subarva

upgrad. 2

mid. 2

downgrad. 2

dowagrad. 2

mid. 3

downgrad. 3

downgrad. 3

downgrad. 3

downgrad, of 3

Hydraulic Cond.
(fl/day)

345

5,062

Data, Point

pumping well

pumping well

300-706 obse,v, wells

414 pumping well

297 pumping wall

668-809 pumping well

263 pumping well

520-559 observ, well

267-298 observ, well

A.3 Coalition Proposed Investigations and Criteria to Evaluate
the Plume Equilibrium Hypothesis

The Coalition offers an unconventional hypothesis. To prove
this unconventional hypothesis, the Coalition would need to
obtain and properly interpret a large amount of site-specific
data.

The Coalition has proposed a "Characterization Study" to
satisfy the need for site-specific data. EPA does not oppose
independent data collection efforts, but we disagree with the
Coalition claim that these data would be useful to "evaluate
the need for remedial action in Subarea 3" or to "demonstrate
whether the plume is migrating and should be contained or has
reached equilibrium and containment actions are not necessary."

The Coalition proposed study includes installation of six
monitoring well clusters, monthly collection of water q~ality
samples for .one year, groundwater modeling of contamina~nt
transport processes and quantification of contaminant mass
balance. In addition, the Coalition has outlined factors to be
used as a basis for development of criteria to determine the
need for containment. These factors are:
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"Whether monitoring points established downgradient
of the current plume show contaminant levels which
remain below a specified threshold concentration.,,

"Whether monitoring points established along the
centerline of the current plume in Subarea 3 shc~ a
statistically significant increase in
concentrations."

"Whether variations in the observed trends in both
sets of monitoring points reflect downgradient
changes in contaminant mass."

"Whether observed current and historical trends can
be accurately reproduced by modeling so that future
changes can be accurately predicted."

We believe that the Coalition proposed characterization study
and potential criteria are unlikely to prove or disprove the
Coalition hypotheses. We do not believe that they represent a
reasonable indicator of or test for contaminant migration, and
that they reflect a misconception of conditions in Subarea 3.
There are a number of complicating circumstances that make it
unlikely that continuous, statistically significant trends will
be observed along the "plume centerline" described by the
Coalition or in most other locations within Subarea 3. To
truly perform a characterization study to evaluate potential
plume equilibriumin Subarea 3, a thorough understanding of
both the nature and extent of contamination, and the detailed,
exact nature of lithologic heterogeneity in the Subarea are
required.
The Coalition description of a "plume centerllne" incorrectly
represents the area of contamination delineated in Subarea 3 as
a single contaminant plume.    In its Feasibility Study and
Proposed Plan,, EPA shows approximate areas of groundwater
contamination,, ratherthan multiple plumes with well-defined
boundaries, ~It this representation does not imply that there
is a single plume; instead it reflects the lack of enough water
quality data to delineate individual contaminant plumes.
The area of contamination most likely contains numerous
individual or commingled plumes that originated at multiple
sources from contaminant releases varying in magnitude, timing,
and duration. In addition, neither the initial surface
releases nor residual subsurface sources have been fully
characterized, nor are the highly transient nature of the
recharge and discharge stressesaffecting groundwater flow and
contaminant migration, or the presence of preferential pathways
along "corridors"of higher hydraulic conductivity, likely to
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be characterized to the extent needed to prove or disprove the
C~alltion hypotheses.

Although the lithology in the area is predominantly sand and
gravel, the presence of preferential pathways along individual
zones of very high conductivity (i.e.,buried river channels)
further complicates the distribution of contamination and our
ability to prove either absolute equilibrium or complete
control of migration. In addition, the highly-varlable pumping
and recharge conditions in the Baldwin Park area have
significant impacts on the direction and rate of groundwater
flow and, thus~ contaminant movement, in Subarea 3. All of
these factors contribute to what is likely a complex
distribution of contamination in the Subarea. EPA believes
that it is unnecessary to more precisely define the exact
location and extent of the individual plumes in the Baldwin
Park area before proceeding with its proposed interim remedy.

The Coalition proposal would require that individual
contaminant plumes be located and characterized before a,~
detailed field investigation could detect contaminant migration
downgradient of or along the centerline of plumes. The
investigation would need to include information of sufficient
detail to establish thmt no zones of higher hydraulic
conductivity exist throughout the lateral and vertical extent
of the -equillbriumboundary." These zones could be anywhere
from 10s to 1O0s of feet wide and thick. (See Response C for
further description of lithologic variability. Essentially,
contamination is known to pre£erentially migrate within zones
of higher hydraulic conductivity; such zones are likely in this
depositional environment and would need to be identified.)

Furthermore, to "prove" that containment is not now and will
never in the future be necessary in Subarea 3, a monitoring
program near the downgradient end of each individual plume
would be needed. To take the first step alone and identify the
individual plumes would require literally dozens of monitoring
well clusters (not just the six wells proposed by the
Coalition}. Subarea 3 covers an area approximately two miles
long by one mile wide. The second step of the investigation
(monitoring for contaminant migration) would require
additional, more focused monitoring at the end of each
contaminant plume identified.

The second part of the Coalition proposed ,,Characterfzation
Study" involves contaminant transport modeling and quantifying
the mass balance of contaminants in the Subarea. Because of
the lack of data and numerous assumptions that would be
required, neither of these efforts is likely to provide any
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firm, reliable conclusions. Perhaps the key parameter in both
of these tasks is information on the loc~tion, magnitude,
duration, and timing of contaminant sources. At the present
time, there is little or no information available on
contaminant sources throughout the Baldwin Park area (including
the likely presence of residual subsurface sources such as
dense non-aqueous phase liquids [DNAPLs]}. Given the number of
potential sources prese/~t and the long period over which
releases m~y have occurred, it is unlikely that adequate
information will ever be available to adequately estimate these
parameters. Combine this with the numerous additional
assumptions on contaminant fate parameters required to perform
contaminant transport modeling, and it is likely that ~nvestinq
~ubstantialresources into model~nq will only lead to disputes
~ver~odel inputs_~nd~gsults, not to "accurate predictions of
future changes" in contaminant conditions.
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BALDWIN PARK OU RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

RESPONSE ~t THE RATIONALE FOR THE SCOPE, SIZE, AND PDq~PI~rG
CONFIGURATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

B.l Philosophy for Remediating Contaminated Groundwater Sites

Remedial actions at sites with contaminated groundwater almost
always try to stop or limit further movement of the
contaminated groundwater into downgradientareas. Typically,
these groundwater "migration control" or "containment" actions
are implemented at the downgradient "leading edge" of the
contaminant plume or plumes. And, in most cases, containment
is achieved through groundwater extraction. At sites where the
contaminated area is large or extends deep into the aquifer,
groundwater extraction is currently the onDl~feasible option
for providing adequate containment. This type of remedial
action inhibits contaminant migration beyond the extraction
locations, protects downgradient areas that are clean or less
contaminated, nnd can remove a significant mass of
contamination. EPA regulations and guidance, and experience at
countless other Superfund sites, highlight the importance of
limiting the spread of contamination at contaminated
groundwater sites.

There is a drawback associated with using groundwater
extraction to inhibit downgradient migration of contamination,
partlcularly if the area of contamination is large. The
drawback is increased contaminant concentrations in the portion
of the aquifer between the source and the extraction locations.
Groundwater extraction actually increases the hydraulic
gradient and accelerates the movement of groundwater located
upgradient of the extraction wells. The upgradient
groundwater, which is closer to the source of contaminants and
will generally have higher contaminant concentrations, will be
pulled towards the extraction wells through the less
contaminated ]portion of the plume. Thus, extraction at the
leading edge of the plume, while protecting downgradient areas,
will often degrade groundwater quality in the portion of! the
plume between the source area and the extraction location(s),
at least temporarily. This drawback is usually considered to
be of much less significance than the remedial benefits
associated with providing protection to the uncontaminated or
less contaminated areas downgradient.
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B.2 Rationale for EPA’s Proposed ExtraotionAreas (the
Subareas)

Remedial~biective~ for the Baldwin Park OU

As stated in the FS, EPA’s remedial objectives for the Bal6~in

Park OU are to:

¯ inhibit contaminant migration from more highly
contaminated portions of the aquifer to less contaminated
areas or depths to reduce the impact of continued
contaminant migration on downgradient water supply wells,
and to protect future uses of less contaminated and
uncontaminated areas; and
¯ to remove contaminant mass.

EPA’s remedial objectives, and the remedy described in the FS,
Proposed Plan, and ROD, are consistent with the philosophy for
remediating contaminated groundwater sites described above.
Extraction is proposedin areas where there is a significant
decrease in contaminant concentrations in order to protect
downgradient, less-contaminated areas from the more
contaminated groundwater present upgradient.

Aerojet/ALR submitted several comments on the relative
importance of the migration control and mass removal
objectives. The comments vary in wording, but all argue that
mass removal should be given greater weight. The comments
include:

... the two objectives should be equally weighted...

... EPA must consider the mass of contaminant removed per
acre-foot of water extracted...
.... "source control or maximizing mass removal should be
considered objectives equivalent to migration control"...

EPA presents migration control as the primary objective and
mass removal as a secondary objective of the Baldwin Park OU
because the migration control objective dictates the size of
the remedy (the minimum rate of groundwater extraction in each
significant subarea of contamination) and the need to locate
extraction wells near the downgradient boundary of each
Subarea. This ranking of objectives is consistent with EPA
guidance. EPA does not believe that mass removal should
replace migration control as the primary objective, or that
additional extraction above that needed for migration control
is necessary in this interim action. Future remedial actions
in the Baldwin Park area may, however, emphasize mass removal
(see sections B.3 and B.5 of this response).
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Nor does EPA believe that maximizing mass removal or maximizing
the mass removed per acre-foot extracted are appropriate
objectives in this interim action, since doing so would
conflict with EPA’s migration control objective (if recommended
extraction locations are moved to more highly contaminated
areas} or require additional extraction beyond what EPA
believes is necessary at present (if additional extraction
locations are added).

Proposed ExtraGtion in S~bar~as 1 and 3 (the UDDer and low~r
area~)

EPA’s selected remedy calls for extraction of contaminated
groundwater in two portions of the aquifer (two Subareas) where
limiting the migration of contaminated groundwater appears to
offer the greatest benefit. In the upper area (Subarea I),
remedial action can protect downgradient areas from the impact
of continuing surface and/or subsurface sources of
contamination; in the lower area (Subarea 3), remedial action
can offer some protection to active water supply wells and less
contaminated downgradient portions of the aquifer.

EPA proposed extraction in the Subarea I, at its downgradient
end, as a source control action to limit the continued movement
of contaminant mass to downgradient areas and to remove
significant contaminant mass. Virtually all of Subarea 1 is
zoned for industrial use. Investigation results from soil,
soil vapor, and groundwater sampling at suspected source
locations in Subarea 1 confirm the presence of multiple sources
of contamination ~bove and most likely beneath the water table.
Unless they are removed or contained, hlgh-level contamination
in Subarea i, continually fed by residual sources, will
continue to contaminate clean or less contaminated groundwater
in downgradient areas, increasing the timeframe for and
reducing the likelihood of cleaning up downgradientportions of
the aquifer. EPA’s strategy is to install and operate
extraction wells to provide a barrier that prevents
contaminated groundwater from moving out of Subarea i into
downgradient areas. The selected remedy will cut off the
sources from downgradient areas.

Contaminant levels in portions of Subarea 1 are in the 1,000s
of ~g/l (parts per billion [ppb]); contaminant levels
downgradlent of Subarea 1 are in the 100s of ppb.

EPA proposed extraction in the Subarea 3, at its downgradient
end, to limit the movement of more highly contaminated
groundwater into less contaminated downgradient areas and to
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remove contaminant mass. Benefits of containment include
preservation of the resource as a vital water supply and
underground storage reservoir, and preventing the spread of
contaminatlon toward and beyond theWhittier Narrows. EPA’s
proposed extraction should also benefit operators of active
water supply wells downgradient of Subarea 3 by limiting the
impacts of additional contaminant migration on their wells,
eliminating the need for wellhead treatment or reducing the
operating costs of existing treatment systems by minlmizilsg
future increases in contaminant levels. Contaminant levels
change from the 10s of ppb in Subarea 3 to near Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) downgradient of the Subarea.

Research and experience at other contaminated groundwater sites
indicate that the presence of non aqueous phase contamination
or other subsurface sources will have a significant influence
on the time frame required for or likelihood of achieving
cleanup. If it is confirmed that all or most of the
significant sources of the groundwater contamination are
present in Subarea i, then EPA’s strategy of containing or
cutting off Subarea 1 from downgradient portions of the aquifer
will greatly increase the chances of and lessen the time
required to clean up downgradient areas.

B.3 ExtraQtlom im Subarea 2 (the "middle" area) and Other
Possible Extraction Areas

In the FS, EPA also considered the benefits of extracting
contaminated groundwater in a third, "middle" area (labeled as
Subarea 2). Contaminant concentrations in Subarea 2 are in the
100s of ppb; contaminant concentrations downgradient of this
area are in the 10s of ppb. The selected interim remedy does
not include extraction in this area because additional
extraction in Subarea 2 or in additional areas would offer
fewer or less certain remedial benefits at considerable added
cost. Additional extraction would also require the
distribution of greater volumes of treated water, increasing
the institutional complexity of the project. EPA will
reconsider the merits of additional extraction in Subarea 2 if
significant sources of contamination are determined to be
present in this Subarea.

If significant sources of contamination are not identified in
Subarea 2, then the primary benefit of additional extraction in
Subarea 2 would be to more rapidly reduce contaminan~
concentrations in the Subarea, but by an unknown amount. Our
ability to quantify the benefits of additional pumping is
limited by uncertainty in the precise extent of contamination,
in the relative masses of contamination in different portions
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of the aquifer, and in the presence of preferential flow
pathways and other local-scaleaquifer phenomena that affect
the time required for clean up. EPA will re-evaluate the
merits of additional extraction after the selected remedy is
implemented and evaluated. At that time, EPA will be able to
calculate rates of contaminant removal, the rate at which
contaminant concentrations in the aquifer are decreasing,
estimate the timeframe for future decreases and perhaps for
complete clean up, and evaluate the costs and benefits of
additional extraction.

The selected remedy, or variations of it that include a
realistic, finite number of extraction areas will inhibit
contaminant migration in certain areas, but not in others.
There are probably other locations (in addition to the upper,
middle, and lower extraction areas evaluated in the FS) where
there are changes in contaminant concentrations that could
conceivablywarrant groundwater extraction to protect
downgradient, less-contaminated portions of the aquifer and
remove additional contaminant mass. The extent of
contamination in the OU area is simply too large and variable
to propose extraction in every individual area where
contaminant concentrations may be higher upgradient than
downgradient.

B.4 "Approximate Extrastion Areas" and "Pumping Configuration"

The preceding section describes the two approximate extraction
areas (Subareas 1 and 3) in which EPA’s selected remedy calls
for remedial action. The next two sections describe EPA’s
recommendations for precise extraction locations and rates in
each of the two Subarens. We refer to these recommended
extraction rates and locations as pumping configurations. The
recommended pumping configurations are based on the Subarea
boundaries and on computer simulations using EPA’s groundwater
flow model to identify the most efficient combination of
extraction rates and locations that will minimize the movement
of contaminated groundwater out of the Subarea. EPA’s
recommended pumping configurations are not necessarily the only
efficient arrangements. Other configurations calling for a
greater number of extraction wells but at lower rates, or fewer
wells at higher rates, may be equally efficient. See Response
C for additional details on EPA modeling efforts.

EPA eXpects that the pumping configurations described in the
ROD will be refined during remedial design after additional
monitoring wells are installed and sampled and additional data
on hydrogeologic properties of the aquifer are obtained. These
data will be used to verify assumptions and refine EPA’s
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interpretation of the lateral and vertical extent of
contamination (i.e., the Subarea boundaries), which are used to
determine the portions of the aquifer requiring capture, which
in turn affect the pumping configuration.

PumDin~ Confiauration in Subarea 1

EPA believes that within Subarea i there are multiple sources
of groundwater contamination, and multiple plumes of
contamination separated by less contaminated areas. This
interpretation is based on information on the magnitude and
duration of chemical usage, handling, and disposal, and cnthe
magnitude, extent, and pattern of contaminant concentrations in
soil, soil gas, and groundwater at numerous facilities in the
Baldwin Park area. EPA believes that groundwater
concentrations at several locations in Subarea 1 reflect the
presence of more than one current or historical source. See
FigureRS-1. It is likely that additional sources will be
identified at additional locations as individual site
investigations progress.

To achieve its remedial objectives in light of the presence of
multiple sources, EPA considered two differing approaches.
The first amDroach is to install multiple groundwater
extraction and treatment facilities, one at or near the
facility boundary of each and every significant source. If
numerous sources are confirmed, numerous groundwater
extraction, treatment, and distribution systems would need to
be installed and operated, increasing the total cost and
institutional complexity of the remedy. Groundwater extraction
and treatment systems may also be needed downgradient of
facility boundaries to contain and remove high-level
contamination that has migrated some distance from the sources.

Several comments suggest that only the one or two monitoring
wells where the highest concentrations have been measured
represent sources of groundwater contamination (e.g., WIOWOMWI,
VI0VCMWI) and that the concentrations detected at other wells,
including OSCOMW2, Aerojet MW3, and WIIAZ03, do not represent
sources. We disagree with this interpretation. Groundwater
concentrations alone should not be used to determine the
presence or absence of a source; other data on chemical usage,
soil contamination, and soil gas contamination must also be
considered. The lower, but still significant groundwater
concentrations measured at wells such as OSC0MW2, Aerojet MW3,
and WIIAZ03 may reflect differences in the spatial relationship
between the well and the original spill or release, or
differences in well screen length. A well located at the
centerline of a plume will show a higher concentration than a
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well located at the fringes of the plume, but the exact spatial
relationship of most monitoring wells in the Baldwin Park area
to the original release is unknown. Also, wells WIIAZW01
through WllAZW09 have much longer screen lengthsthan the
Aerojet wells and well WIOWOMWI. The screen lengths for wells
WIIAZW01 through WllAZW09 exceed 200 feet; the screen lengths
for the AeroJet wells and well WIOWOMWI are 50 and 30 feet:
respectively.

The second approach is to install one groundwater extraction
and treatment system (which may include more than one well)
immediately downgradient of 9_~lof the known and suspected
sources designed to capture contaminated groundwater
originating from all of the sources. The advantages of the
second approach are reduced cost and reduced need for
investigation work to identify and determine the nature and
extent of each source and delineate the boundaries of each
resulting plume. Because of the number of suspected sources,
the large area across which they are located, and the depth of
the contamination, the cost of fully characterizing all
potential sources of high-level contamination and delineating
separate and distinct areas of contamination in Subarea l would
be high. Fully characterizing all suspected sources would
require a significantly greater number of monitoring wells and
other characterization work than has been completed to date to
determine both the lateral and vertical extent of
contamination. Even with much additional investigation, there
isarisk that some high-level contamination or hot spots,
especially residual sources, would remain undetected.

A disadvantage of the second approach is that it may allow
additional degradation of the interval between the more distant
sources and the extraction locations.    In the Baldwin Park
area, data from well WIOWOMWI indicate the presence of a source
adjacent to or upgradient of this well. The distance between
well WIOWOMWI and EPA’s recommended extraction locations is
over 1 mile; the distance between well VIOVCMWI and EPA’s
recommended extraction locations is greater. The amount or
significance of this additional degradation is difficult to
measure because too few monitoring wells have been installed to
determine the precise distribution of contaminants in this
portion of the Subarea.

EPA chose the second approach in its proposed plan. EPA
therefore defined Subarea 1 to address much of the in~ustrial
area north of Arrow Highway where sources of the groundwater
contamination appear to be present and EPA proposed extraction
at the downgradient end of the Subarea.
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Aerojet, ALR, and OSCO appear, in part, to favor the first
approach. They submitted numerous comments on the pumping
configuration in Subarea lwhich vary in wording but make the
same argument: that EPA should supplement its recommended
pumping configuration with additional extraction of
contaminated groundwater in the vicinity of well WIOWOMWI
(and/or well V10VCMW1) because concentrations of several CVOCs
measured in groundwater samples collected from these wells are
higher than in downgradient wells. They emphasize that the
highest contaminant concentrations measured in the Baldwin Park
area are at well W10WOMW1; that EPA’s highest priority should
be to control these high concentrations; that EPA has ignored
the presence of "separate and distinct source areas=’ in S~area
I; that EPA should redefine Subarea 1 to include only "small
hot spots"; that concentrations in Subarea 1 and 2 are similar
except for two small locations where they are anomolously high;
and that this error or omission will "further degrade aquifer
conditions and increase the cost and time necessary [for
remediation]."

EPA’s response to these comments is that additional extraction
in highly contaminated areas beyond that proposed by EPAis
beneficial (it would remove additional contaminant mass and
increase the ratio of contaminant mass to volume of pumped
groundwater), but that it is not necessary to meet the
objectives of this interim action. Extraction at WIOWOMW1
would not contribute to EPA=s objective of limiting the
migration of contaminated groundwater out of Subarea i. And
the benefits of addressing one source (e.g., in the vicinity of
WIOWOMW1) are limited if other significant sources are present,
particularly if other sources go unaddressed. If any
significant subsurface sources are present, it is uncertain in
what timeframe portions of the aquifer impacted by the sources
will be cleaned up. If EPA applied this policy consistently
and demanded additional extraction at other "hot spots within
hot spots," it would greatly increase the cost of the remedy.

In its comments, Aerojet/ALRrefer to the additional
degradation that would result from failing to address the
contamination present at WIOWOMWI closer to its source as
causing "further damage to the groundwater resource and
increas[ing] the time and cost required for effective
remediation." EPA believes that "damage" is a misleadi~
description of this limitation in that it fails to recognize
that this area is already highly contaminated and that
degradation of the area immediately upgradient of the
extraction locations is inherent in all groundwater extraction
and h~eatment remedies. EPA believes that in the absence of
sig~%ficant additional data demonstrating that WIOWOMW1
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represents the only significant source, an extraction scenario
similar to that outlined in the Proposed Plan is the most cost-
effective way to address contaminationpresent at WIOWOMWI and
elsewhere in Subarea I, and best balances EPA’s"migration
control,, and mass removal objectives fort he OU.

Makinq Use of the Arrow Hiqhway/Lante Well cluster in Subarea I

Aerojet, ALR, and OSCO also submitted comments in their
"Addendum to Proposal for Technical Modifications..." that EPA
should rely on 4000 gallons per minute (gpm) of extraction at
the existing Arrow/Lante cluster to limit the migration of
contaminated groundwater from Subarea 1 in place of EPA’s
recommended Subarea 1 extraction rates and locations. The
Arrow/Lante locations are approximately 3/4 mile downgradient
of EPA’s recommended locations (wells i0 and 13). Moving[ the
extraction locations downgradient, further from known and[
suspected source locations, would reduce the effectiveness of
the remedy by allowingadditional degradation of the interval
between EPA’s recommended extraction locations and the
Arrow/Lante well cluster. If, as it now appears, this interval
does not include any significant sources of contamination, then
moving the extraction locations downgradient would eliminate or
indefinitely delay the cleanup of this interval.

Aerjet/~have failed to explain the conflict between their
suggestion to permit additional degradation of water upgradient
of the Arrow/Lnnte wells and their assertion that EPA’s
recommended extraction locations in Subarea 1 would result in
degradation of the portion of the aquifer between well WIOWOMWI
and EPA’S recommended extraction locations.

Because the Record of Decision recommends, but does not
prescribe, groundwater extraction rates and locations, EPA has
not completed a detailed review of the computer modeling or
other analyses carried out in support of the proposal to
replace EPA’s recommended extraction rates and locations with
less extraction at the Arrow/Lante well cluster. Commentor is
proposing to substitute 4,000 gpm of extraction at Arrow/Lante
in place of the 8,500 gpm that EPA’s evaluations indicate is
necessary. In their submittal, commentor does not identify
what differences in hydraulic conductivity, differences in
interpretation of the extent of contamination, or other
differences justify their assertion that they can extract
approximately 50% less groundwater and still satisfy .EPA’s
migration control objective.
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PumDinq Confiauration in Subarea 3

comments were also received regarding the proposed extraction
scenario in the lower area. These comments primarily address
the possibility of focusing extraction in the lower area on
individual contaminant plumes, rather than on the entire
Subarea. EPA may support an extraction scenario that contains
and captures individual plumes rather than the entire width of
the contaminated area shown in the FS, i~ additional data
become available to more definitively characterize the nature
and extent of the multiple plumes that are likely present in

Subarea 3. However, given the size of the Subarea and the
depth of contamination detected, the data collection efforts
(monitoring well installation and sampling) that would be
required to adequately characterize all plumes potentially
present in the Subarea would probably be cost prohibitive (see
Response A for additional detail on the investigations that
would be required for this effort). This detailed
characterization would not only be extremely expensive and
cause undesirable delays in implementation of the migration
control action, but the investigation would not likely result
in a significantly different project cost (i.e., the total
extraction rate required would probably not be substantially
reduced).

B.S When EPA May support or Propose ~dditional Extraction

EPA supports additional groundwater extraction and treatment in
contaminated areas if consistent with EPA’s remedial objectives
and shown to not significantly increase the vertical/lateral
extent of contamination, as might occur through pumping of
wells in relatively clean areas adjacent to more highly
contaminated areas or at wells screened deeper than the
contamination.

EPA may, in the future, propose additional groundwater
extraction in areas other than identified in the selected
remedy. EPA may propose additional extraction if additional
investigation work indicates the presence of additional sources
outside of Subarea 1 and distant from existing extraction and
treatment locations, and if there would be significant benefits
in protecting the less-contaminated region between the source
and the extraction locations. EPA may also propose additional
extraction if data collected during design, operation or
evaluation of the remedial action indicate that additional
extraction would significantly more quickly, or more
completely, achieve clean up.
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Data that will be collected to evaluate the need for future
actions include additional investigation of the lateral and
vertical extent of contamination, sampling of groundwater in
deeper portions of the aquifer to evaluate the presence of
DNAPLs, refined estimates of the total mass of contamination
present in the OU area, and the distribution of contamination
between the various phases.
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BALDWIN PARK OU RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

R~ePONSE. 9~       EPA MODELING OF GROUNDWATER PLOW IN THE SAN
GABRXEL BASIN

This response addresses comments on groundwater modeling
provided by the San Gabriel Basin Industry Coalition, Aerojet
Gencorp, and Azusa Land Reclamation. Although many of these
comments are repeated in several forms in several places, they
generally refer to similar issues regarding modeling performed
by EPA, both in support of the FS, and indirectly, to all
modeling performed by EPA to date. Thus, for simplicity,
responses to all of these comments are consolidated below.

In several places, the comments appear to confuse the CFEST
computer codewith the CFEST model of the San Gabriel Basin
prepared by EPA. For clarity, this response assumes that
"CFEST code" refers to the generic CFEST software package,
whereas the "CFEST model" refers to the set of input parameters
and corresponding output of calculated results used to simulate
conditions within the San Gabriel Basin. The discussion that
follows is divided into an initial section responding to
comments on the CFEST code, followed by a section describing
EPA’s general approach to modeling the San Gabriel Basin.
These are followed by a section that specifically addresses
comments regarding assumed parameters in the CFEST model of the
basin. The last portion of this response describes how the
model was used in the Baldwin Park FS.

C.I CPEST Modeling Software

Numerous comments refer directly to the suitability ofthe
CFEST code for simulating conditions in the San Gabriel Basin.
Initial modeling of San Gabriel by EPA was performed using the
well-known MODFLOW code (EPA, 1986). However, the MODFLOW
model could not accurately reproduce relatively local-scale
fluctuations in the water table in response to groundwater
pumping, nor could itsimulate the migration of contaminants.
Given the complex geometry of the basin, and the need to refine
portions of the model in the future as more local analysis
would require, finite-difference codes were considered
generally inadequate. To select a new code and refine t~is
model, EPA undertook an evaluation of available finite-element
codes. The selection of codes was based on the following
requirements, among others:

1. Ability to represent complex, irregular geometries.
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2. Ability to simulate contaminant transport, including the
effects of dispersivity, degradation, retardation, and
time-varying sources.

3. High-level display capabilities and flexible input
requirements that could easily be integrated with a
Geographic Information System (GIS) data base.

4. A code in the public domain.

5. A well-known code that had been extensivelyand
successfully verified and benchmarked with widespread
acceptance and credibility in the scientific and
engineering community.

Using these criteria, the selection was narrowed to three codes
available at the time: CFEST, Princeton, and SWIFT II. CFEST
was selected because, in addition to meeting the above
requirements, it was developed by the U.S. Government, approved
for use by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and verified and
benchmarked as !part of one of the most exhaustive international
efforts ever undertaken (HYDROCOIN). In addition, because it
is used by governments, companies, and academic institutions
all over the world, it is widely accepted and its use is well
documented in the literature. CFEST is well suited to the
simulation of contaminant transport, considers coupled
groundwater flow and solute transport (including coupled
consideration of density effects), and supports the latest
display and graphical technologies available. Proprietary
codes have not gained this type of exposure and testing.

C.2 General Approach to San Gabriel Modeling

p~gional- and Local-E~a~@ Modelinq.

The original version of the CFEST model of the San Gabriel
Basin was developed in 1988. As stated in numerous EPA
reports, the objective of this model was, and continues to be,
primarily th~ simulation of the regional behavior of the
groundwater system. As EPA’s focus has moved into specific
portions of the basin, including Baldwin Park, this original
model has been updated, and most importantly, refined in the
areas of interest. In performing these refinements, parameters
have been updated to reflect new data as they become available
on a local scale. However, given the paucity of detailed
information from throughout the aquifer thickness and
throughout the extent of these local areas, (e.g., Baldwin
Park), the model is still considered to be primarily a regional
one, as stated in the Baldwin Park FS Report.
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In most cases, current hardware and software technology no
longer require development of separate regional- and local-
scale models. In the past, the use of direct solvers and the
memory limitations of computers dictated the need to develop
independent local-scale models with boundary conditions based
on the results of regional models. Simulation of local-scale
conditions inthis manner was limited in that boundary
conditions were fixed to the behavior of the regional model,
and would generally not vary as a function of changing
conditions on a local scale. However, it is no longer
infeasible to continue to addlocal-scale complexity to
regional models to refine simulation of local behavior. This
is the approach taken by EPA with the San Gabriel model.

Thus, although it is not yet possible to gain a high level of

local-scale accuracy in areas like Baldwin Park, it is possible
to locally refine the regional model to better simulate the
effects of individual wells and recharge on a local scale.
This was done in the Baldwin Park portion of the regional
model, and as documented in the FS, the three-dimensional
simulations rep~coduce, as a baseline, observed historical
conditions. The effects of Santa Fe Spreading Grounds (SFSG)
recharge and Baldwin Park area groundwater extraction are
clearly reproduced in the modeling figures included in Section
7 of the FS Report. The generally low gradients in the area
are also clearly represented in these simulations.
Nonetheless, the model does not account for local heterogeneity
of aquifer materials.

For example, the alluvial depositional system responsible for
the high degree of local variability in grain size and
hydraulic conductivity is not completely reflected in the
current zonation of hydraulic conductivity and other
parameters. It is likely that the pattern of buried river
channels has resulted in a complex of braided and meandering
stream deposits’ overbank deposits, flood basins, levees, and
point bar sequences. Evidence of this includes the very high
measurements of hydraulic conductivity seen in some aquifer
tests. The current model simply attempts to reproduce the
regional, composite behavior of the system. The logging and
testing of new, deep monitoring wells should allow the system
to be somewhat more accurately represented numerically. As
remedlation proceeds, further fine tuning of the model based on
ongoing monitoring from the new well network will allow
additional refinement.
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Solute TransDort Modelinq,

EPA acknowledges the complexity of solute transport modeling as
highlighted by the comments. The nature of migration of CVOCs
in the San Gabriel Basin is a function of the chemistry of the
individual contaminants, the physical and chemical naturs of
the aquifer materials (which is complicated further by its
heterogeneity) w as well as the hydraulic behavior of the
groundwater system. EPA has already attempted to characterize
the parameters that define these variables, as documented in
the Basinwide Technical Plan (BTP) and Interim San Gabriel
Basin Remedial Investigation Report (RI Report) (EPA, 1990 and
1992). AI% additional variable, perhaps the most difficult to
estimate, is the location, timing, and magnitude of the
hundreds of historical and ongoing sources of contamination.
These include both primary sources at the surface and residual
sources in the subsurface.

Given the uncertainty in ali of these variables, EPA has never
attempted to undertake the simulation of contaminant migration
in any but a regional, comparative manner. In the BTP, :for
example, solute transport was simulated to evaluate the
potential effects of no action on a basinwide scale, and to
comparatively evaluate conceptual alternatives on a local
scale. Wherever these simulations are documented, there is
substantial explanation of the uncertainty involved and of the
comparative (versus absolute) objectiveof this modeling. The
sources of contamination used in this modeling were identified
in the course ofcalibrating simulation resultsto the
available record of contamination in the basin. Unfortunately,
the record is limited to data since 1980; it is thus not:
possible to fully recreate the patterns of migration that have
occurred since contamination probably began to be introduced
forty to fifty years ago.

In the Baldwin Park area, the uncertainty regarding the nature
of contaminant sources is very high. There will never be an
exact, complete undershanding of the timing, location, and
magnitude of the original sources of contamination. The
distribution of contamination in groundwater is directly
related to the nature of these sources; although much mingling
and coalescing of contamination has undoubtedly occurred,
individual "slugs" of contaminants clearly continue to migrate
through the system. The variability of contaminant
concentrations at individual wells results from the effects of
these sources, as well as from the effects of pumping and
recharge, both artificial and natural. There is also evidence
of the presence of non-aqueous phase contamination in t~e
subsurface. This contamination is likely to have migrated as
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free product, and will continue to behave as ongoing
supersaturated sources of contamination in several locations in
the substtrface. The current and future extent of contamination
in Baldwin Park is, and will be, strongly influenced by the
effectsof these ongoing residual sources.

Given all this uncertainty, and the virtual fact that it will
never be eliminated, EPAdoes not consider simulation of
contaminant transport in the Baldwin Park area to be useful as
anything but a tool to evaluate the relative merits of remedial
alternatives. Accurate, local-scale predictions of the future
nature and extent of contamination can only be approximate
estimates. Nonetheless, as explained previously, it sho~id be
possible, in time, to use ongoing, detailed data from
monitoring wells to better identify locations and magnitudes of
residual sources and better approximate the local-scale fate
and transport of contaminants.

C.3 The San G~briel Basin Model

~y~raulic Conductlvit~

The zones of hydraulic conductivity used in the current CFEST
model of the San Gabriel Basin are based on estimates of the
areally-averaged nature and behavior of the system. There is
no question that individual measurements at wells differ (as
they would be expected to) from these areally-averaged values.
The issue of the relationship between essentially point
measurements of parameters versus the behavior of the system on
a larger scale has been extensively studied and documented.
Consideration of the effects of scale and the size of the truly
representative elemental volume is a large part of the
development of conceptual and numerical models of groundwater
and other natural systems. In essence, as much data as
possible must be considered, in conjunction with the observed
behavior of the system, in the definition ofparameters. There
can be just as much error or uncertainty in relying exclusively
on a single data set from a limited number of sampling points,
as it is to overly simplify and average spatially-varying
parameters.

For the San Gabriel Basin model, months of effort were spent
compiling and evaluating data from previous investigations and
from wells located throughout the basin. CDWR’s previous work
in the basin (CDWR, 1966) was considered an outstanding
evaluation of the nature of the groundwater system on which to
base EPA’s initial efforts. The geologic complexity of the
aquifer was further evaluated by an analysis of over 700
individual well logs. Estimates of hydraulic conductivity were
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based on (i) the lithclogy identified at individual wells, (2)
specific capacity tests, and (3) aquifer tests. All of this
information was brought together to develop initial estimates
of individual zones of hydraulic conductivity, which were then
refined throughout the process of calibrating the model.
During more receht updates of the model, these initial
estimates have been further validated. The fact that
individual aquifer tests have yielded values both above and
below these estimates is considered further evidence of their
relative accuracy.

In the course of reviewing well logs, considerable effort was
made to identify layering or any systematic pattern of
lithologic variability with depth. The results of this work
have been extensively documented (EPA, 1986, and 1992). The
apparent consistency of material properties with depth has more
recently been verified in some areas (including Baldwin Park)
by the detailed geophysical and lithologic data acquired in the
course of installing deep monitoring wells. Clearly, in some
areas, layering has been established to various degrees;
overall, however, there still appears to be only limited
lateral continuity associated with individual variations in
aquifer materials. The third dimension of the San Gabriel
Basin model thus considers no change in lithology and hydraulic
conductivity. (The effects of pumping from different depths in
the basin is, however, a very important variable that is
discretely represented in the third dimension of the numerical
model.)

The apparent lack of well-developed layering throughout ~ch of
the San Gabriel Basin does not necessarily imply that the
system is entirely isotropic. Indeed, anisotropy in the
vertical direction can be inferred to exist as a function of
the vertical stress. As mentioned above, there may also be a
regional anisotropy in hydraulic conductivity in the horizontal
plane, given the likelihood of preferential pathways along
buried river channels. However, there is no direct evidence of
the geometry of these channels, nor of their degree of
continuity in one direction over another. Thus, this regional
horizontal anisotropy has been accounted for in the shape and
location of the various zones of hydraulic conductivity, and a
global anisotropy has only been established in the vertical
direction. Vertical anisotropy results in a greater resistance
to flow in the vertical direction than in the horizontal
direction. The adequacy of these assumptions is reflected in
the model’s calibration.

A wide range of values of anisotropy was experimented with
during model development and calibration. The ratio of I:i0
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(K=:K~.y) resulted in the best match between simulated and
observed conditions. The sensitivity of the model to this
parameter was tested by varying this value by orders of
magnitude in both directions, and was found to be relatively
small (EPA, 1992).

Boundary Conditions

Comments regarding boundary conditions and their effect on
simulation of groundwater flow in the Baldwin Park area appear
to refer to the manner in which the Sierra Madre and Duarte
fault systems are represented rather than to the actual
boundaries of the model. As described in the many EPA
documents describing this model (e.g., EPA 1986, 1990, 1992,
and 1993), the boundaries of the finite-element grid extend to

the margins of the al~uvial aquifer. These boundaries,
depending on their location, are defined by conditions of no
flow, prescribed head, or prescribed flux. None of these are
near the Baldwin Park area, and do not directly affect flow in
that portion of the model. The Duarte fault system lies
between the northern boundary of the model and the Baldwin Park
area. The Duarte and Sierra Madre systems represent
significant boundaries to flow across them, as evidencedby
differences of up to several hundred feet in water levels on
either side of individual faults. In the San Gabriel model,
the effects of these faults are represented by individual rows
of elements of low hydraulic conductivity~ This discrete
representation of the faults is consistent with observed
conditions, as evidenced by the model’s calibration.

C.4 Baldwin Park FS Modeling

Based on the number of comments received from the Coalition and
Aerojet/ALRregarding the San Gabriel Basin CFEST model
discussed above, it appears that the readers believe that the
modeling performed to date (as described in the FS Report)
played a significant role in the development of the Proposed
Plan for the Baldwin Park OU. However, for the FS, simulations
using the San Gabriel Basin CFEST model had just two primary
purposes:

Modeling was used to estimate preliminary locations
and rates of groundwater extraction (the pumping
configuration) for n remedial action in the OU.
These data were needed to evaluate water use and
distribution options and to develop cost estimates
for the remedial alternatives. As described in the
Proposed Plan for the Baldwin Park OU, EPA will
verify or refine its preliminary groundwater
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extraction locations and rates during remedial
design, after interpretation of additional data that
~ill be generated during installation and sampling of
new groundwater monitoring wells. See Response B for
additional discussion of the distinction between
approximate extraction areas and pumping
configurations.

The model was also used to perform particle tracking
simulations of the "base case" scenario and the
pumping configuration described in the FS Report.
The particle tracking simulation, using particles
originating from near the Subarea boundaries
delineated in the FS Report, verified the remedial
effectiveness of the preliminary configuration over
an extended period of time (12.75 years). Additional
simulations may be required to evaluate the
effectiveness of any revised pumping configurations.

Thus, the modeling performed to date for the Baldwin Park OU
using the San Gabriel bnsinwide CFEST model was not a critical
element in the development of the ultimate configuration of a
remedial action for this OU.
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BALDWIN PARK OU RESPONSIVENESS SI~MMA~Y

RESPONSE Dt The Role of the Met~opolita~Water District of

SoutheEn California in the Baldwin Park OU

Several commentors advocated a significant role for the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(Metropolitan) in the clean up, in some cases assertingthat
Metropolitan involvement would reduce costs or speed clean up.
Some comments expressed disappointment that EPA did not sel~Q~
conjunctive use as its remedy. This response clarifies EPA’s
position on the role of Metropolitan in its remedy.

D.I The ROD ~llows But Does Not PresoriSe Metropolitan
~nvolvement

In its Feasibility Study, EPA evaluates the advantages and
limitations of several options for distributing treated
groundwater extracted as part of the remedy. The options are:
(i) to supply treated water to local water purveyors; (iilp to
supply treated water to Metropolitan for export from the San
Gabriel Basin; and (iii) to recharge the treated water in
existing spreading basins, the San Gabriel River channel, or
tributary flood control channels. The FS and Proposed Plan
describe pros and cons associated with each water distribution
option.

In the Proposed Plan, EPA expresses a preference for supplying
treated water to one or a combination of water purveyors in the
San Gabriel Valley for distribution to their customers. EPA
identifies six purveyors in position to accept treated walter,
including Metropolitan. The Proposed Plan and ROD do not,
however, commit EPA to supply all or part of the treated water
to Metropolitan, or to any one or combination of purveyors.
The ROD allows treated water to be distributed locally o~ to be
exported from the Basin by Metropolitan depending on the
outcome of additional negotiations expected to occur in 1994.

In the ROD, EPA does not commit to supply treated water to
Metropolitan due to uncertainty about whether Metropolitan
involvement would increase or decrease project cost, and
uncertainty whether institutional issues associated with
Metropolitan involvement would delay the project. EPA
recognizes several potential benefits of Metropolitan
involvement including the benefits associated with providing
watir users throughout Southern California with a new source of
water during peak demand periods andMetropolitan expertise in
building and operating large water supply projects, but these
potential benefits do not, as yet, outweigh potential cost and
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institutional issues. EPA would enthusiastically support
Metropolitan involvement if it is demonstrated that doing so
will decrease the cost of the project and reduce institutional
barriers.

The impacts of Metropolitan involvement on project cost are
discussed further below. Institutional issues associated with
Metropolitan involvement are described in the Proposed Plan and
Feasibility Study.

D.2 Impaot of Metropolitan Involvement on ProJeot Funding

Some comments assert or assume that Metropolitan is prepa~ced to
pay a portion of the groundwater clean up costs in the Baldwin
Park area, and conclude that aproject in which Metropolitan is
involved would cost less to EPA or PRPs than one in which they
are not involved. EPA does not believe that this conclusion is
warranted. Metropolitan staff have indicated the possibility
that Metropolitan would contribute to cleanup costs, but to
date has committed only to fund "enhancement costs."
Enhancement costs are costs in excess of the costs of clean up
that would result from Metropolitan imposing more stringent or
more costly requirements (e.g., additional pipelines or pumping
stations needed to deliver water to Metropolitan’s existing
facilities, additional treatment costs resulting from
imposition of treatment requirements exceeding Federal ar~
State standards).

Metropolitan staff have publicly stated that Metropolitan may
be willing to contribute $25 million to a joint
EPA/Metropolitan project in the Baldwin Park area. In their
written comments, Metropolitan states that "Metropolitan’s
Board has supported, ~, providing 25 percent cost
sharing for a conjunctive use cleanup prOject...to cover the
water supply benefits resulting from the more stringent
drinking water objectives as well as increased surface pumping
costs required to convey treated water to Metropolitan’~
distribution system." Metropolitan and EPA are conducting cost
studies to determine how much of the $25 million, if any, would
remain after payment of enhancement costs. To date, EPA has
received no firm commitments from Metropolitan or others for
funding of clean up costs.

More than one commentor mentioned the potential for securing
outside sources of funding to pay for construction o~ a
project, through the Reclamation Projects Authorization and
Adjustment Act of 1992 (P.L. 102-575), which authorizes federal
funding of up to 25% for "the design, planning and construction
of a conjunctive-use facility designed to improve the water
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quality in the San Gabriel groundwater basin and allow the
utilization of the basin as a water storage facility.H In
FY94, Congress appropriated $5 million through P.L. 103-12.6 for
this purpose.

It is our understanding, however, that this funding would most
likely reduce Metropolitanms contribution and not offset either
EPA or Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) funding. EPA is
seeking clarification on the use of the funding. We also note
that additional appropriations for FY95 and beyond are
uncertain.

D.3 Impact of Metropolitan Involvement on Project size

Some commentors assert that Metropolitan involvement would make
it possible to carry out a more extensive clean up. EPA has
discussed the potential for Metropolitan or other parties to
increase the size of the remedy, but has not received any
commitment to do so. EPA will, however, consider any new or
more specific commitments before selecting a water distribution
option.

D.4    Impact of Project Size on Metropolitan Involvement

Metropolitan has expressed concern that there may be a
threshold flow rate below which they are not interested in
receiving treated water. In recent discussions, EPA and
Metropolitan staff have also examined the potential for a
"local conjunctive use" arrangement in which treated water
would be supplied to selected local purveyors who are now
dependent on imported supplies. Metropolitan may support such
arrangements even though they may not involve pumping treated
groundwater into Metropolitan’s distribution system. Several
of the local purveyors identified as potential recipients of
treated water in Appendix D of the FS and Proposed Plan could
be supplied in a "local conjunctive use" arrangement.
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B~LDWIN PARK OU RESPONSIVENESS BUMMARY

RESPONSE .~Z      THE FEASIBILITY OF AIR SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR
EXTRACTION AT THE BALDWIN PARK OU

EPA received two comments recommending further evaluation of
the feasibility of employing air sparging and soil vapor
extraction technologies (AS/SVE) for the Baldwin Park OU. As
described in the following text, AS/SVE has not been used at a
site where the groundwater contamination is as large or deep,
or specifically to provide containment of a groundwater plume,
leaving significant technical uncertainties regarding the
effectiveness of AS/SVE in place of groundwater extraction and
treatment at the Baldwin Park OU. Due to these uncertainties,
and the cost of resolving these uncertainties, EPA has not:
selected AS/SVE as a treatment technology for this interim
remedy.

AS/SVE is a relatively new technology in which air is sparged
(i.e., pumped) into the saturated zone either within or below
the contaminated portion of the aquifer. The contaminants are
transferred from the aquifer to the vadose zone by stripping or
volatilization, and/or transformed or destroyed through
enhanced biodegradation. Air and contaminants are subsequently
removed from the vadose zone by soil vapor extraction wells,
treated, and discharged. To date, air sparging applications
have been limited to fairly shallow contamination (typically
the upper 30 feet of the water table), in locations near
contaminant sources. Air sparging has not previously been
applied at a site where the contamination extends as deep as in
the Baldwin Park area (450 to 650 feet below ground surface,
200 to 500 feet below the water table). Nor has it been
applied across an area as large as the required OU containment
areas (up to about 5,000 feet wide). In addition, AS/SVE is
not typically used to provide containment of a groundwater
plume or plumes, the primary objective of the OU.

E.2 Technical Considerations

The following evaluation of the feasibility of using AS/SVE in
the Baldwin Park OU was focused on Subarea 1. Therefore, the
discussions that follow describe conditions specifically in
Subarea 1 (the upper area) of the Baldwin Park OU, but similar
considerations would apply to the use of ASISVE in Subarea 3
(the lower area). As described below, there are several
technical problems associated withusing AS/SVE to meet Baldwin
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Park OU objectives. These are related to the zone of influence
of the air sparging wells, contaminant removal rate, and the
impact of air flow patterns.

An objective of EPA’s remedy is to contain an area of
contaminated groundwater in Subarea i that is approximate~{
5,000 feet across. Although specific data on the vertical
extent of contamination in this containment area are not yet
available, based on downgradient data, it is likely that
contamination extends across at least the upper 200 feet of the
aquifer. An air sparging well influences a cone-shaped portion
of the aquifer that extends from the sparging point up to the
water table. The angle of distribution of this cone incoarse
gravels is typically about 15 degrees (Nyer, E. and S.
Suthersan, 1993). Assuming this angle, along with a well depth
of 250 feet below the water table (500 feet total depth), and a
well spacing of 50 feet, would yield a radius of influence at
the water table of about 67 feet. The cones of influence
between adjacent injection wells would overlap, but would still
result in an overall zone of influence that does not provide
complete coverage of the contaminated area (i.e., a
considerable portion of the lower 30 to 40 feet of the
contaminated area would not be impacted by sparging). Fu]cther,
given the developed, urban conditions present across most of
the containment area and that there will need to be
approximately one SVE well for each injection well, it is not
likely that injection wells could be spaced closer than 50 feet
apart (this would help close the gap between adjacent cones in
the lower portions of the contaminated interval). In fact,
even the assumed 50-foot spacing may not be feasible. Thns,
the AS/SVE system that could feasibly be installed will not
likely be able to remove contaminants across the entire
contaminated interval.

~QDtaminant Removal Rate

A typical AS/SVE system for a fairly aggressive remediation
project would attempt to sparge about one pore volume of air
into the contaminated zone every three to four days (personal
communication, Billings, 1993). Depending on site conditions
(type of contaminant, magnitude of contamination, soil
characteristics, etc.) this type of exchange rate could
potentially achieve clean-upgoals in one to several yemrs.
Given the injection well characteristics described above: (250
feet below the water table and a67-foot radius of influence),
thepore volume in each well’s cone of influence is
approximately 294,000 ft3. To inject one pore volume every 4
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days would require a flow rate of more than 50 cubic feet per
minute (cfm) per well. Although the permeability of the
formation in Subarea 1 is quite high, injection rates this
large may not be achievable at a single depth. Nested
injection zones could help facilitate this high rate, but would
actually reduce the pore volume exchange rate in the outer
portions of the cone (because shallower injection would not
send air out to as large of a radius).

Assuming that the 50 cfm flow rate could be achieved, the
system still may not be able to meet the containment objectives
for the OU. As stated in the FS Report, a primary objective of
this OU is to inhibit migration of contamination into
uncontaminated or less-contaminated areas. To achieve this
objective, AS/SVE system will have to remove the contamination
from the groundwater as it travels through the system’s :zone of
influence. Assuming a radius of influence for each injecztion
well of 67 feet, the total width of the zone of influence is
about 134 feet. Groundwater flow rates in this area are
typically in the 3 feet/day range, so the travel time through
the zone of influence will be approximately 45 days. During
this time, only ii pore volumes will have been sparged
(assuming 1 pore volume every 4 days}. It is highly
questionable whether the AS/SVE system could remove a majority
of the contaminants from the groundwater given this total
sparging volume.

Air Flow Patterns

Although questions remain regarding the way injected air
actually travels through the aquifer, the most widely accepted
theory is that the injected air travels vertically through
discrete air channels (Nyer, E. and S. Suthersan, 1993).
Recent laboratory studies also point towards the discrete
channel method of travel being dominant under most conditions,
but also indicate that flow of air as discrete bubbles :is
possible in coarse-grained gravels (Ji et al, 1993).
Regardless of the method of travel, there are likely to be
areas unaffected by sparging within the zone of influence. If
the air is travelling as bubbles, heterogeneities in the
subsurface environment are going to divert the bubbles, leaving
voids where bubbles do not travel. And, if air travels
predominantly in discrete air channels, which are likely quite
narrow, there are certain to be significant portions of the
zone of influence unaffected by the channeling air flbw.
Generally, an AS~SVE system should be operated in a pulsed
fashion to help minimize the reduction in removal efficiency
associated with the formation of permanent air channels.
However, in the OU area, pulsing the system will reduce further
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the number of pore volumes exchanged during the timethe
contaminated groundwater is flowing through the AS/SVE zone of
influence. Thus, for the Baldwin Park OU, either the air
channelling or subsurface heterogeneities (by reducing the
effective area of sparging) or the pulsedoperating scenario
(by reducing the number of pore volumes exchanged) will reduce
the removal efficiency of the AS/SVE system and limit the
ability of an AS/SVE system to provide contaminant contairmlent.

E.3 Cost Comparison

Despite the unfavorable technical considerations for use of
AS/SVE in the OU area, EPA has completed a rough, preliminary
cost estimate for an assumed AS/SVE system in Subarea 1 of the
Baldwin Park 0U. This cost estimate is described below and
compared tothe estimated cost of the pump and treat system for
Subarea i, described in the FS Report.

The AS/SVE system cost estimates are based on data provided in
~the EPA publicationA Technology Assessment of Soil Vapor
Extraction and Air Sparging (EPA[600/R-92/173, September, 1992)
and on cost estimates provided in the FS Report.

Table RS-I summarizes the air sparging versus pump and treat
cost comparison performed for Subarea i. The costs associated
with the groundwater monitoring program are not included in the
Table, because the specific vapor and groundwater monitoring
program that would need to be implemented for the AS/SVE
program was not developed. As shown in the Table, if
assumptions made in the comparison hold true, total costs for
an AS/SVE system would be less than costs for the pump and
treat system proposed.

pump ~nd Treat Costs

T]he costs for the pump and treat action in Subarea 1 were taken
from the various cost tables provided in Appendix H of the FS
Report, primarily Tables H.6-13 and H.6-14 in Appendix H.6, and
Appendix H.3 (costs for "Treatment Plant i0 - 8,500 gpm").

The capital and O&M costs for an AS/SVE system in Subarea 1
have been estimated by assuming the number, depth, and capacity
of injection wells as described above: injection we~Is that
are 500 feet deep, with an injection well spacing of 50 feet
(i00 total injection wells), and an injection rate of 50
cfm/well (5,000 cfm total flow rate). It is assumed that the
extraction wells will also be spaced 50 feet apart (100 total
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extraction wells) and be 200 feet deep. The total extraction
rate is assumed to be 6,000 cfm (for an AS/SVE system, the
extraction rate must exceed the injection rate).

Wells. Based on previous EPA drilling experience, the
extraction and injection well installation cost is assumed
to be about $80/foot drilled. Total drilling footage for
injection wells is 50,000 feet (500 feet deep times i00
wells) and for extraction wells is 20,000 feet (200 feet
deep times i00 wells). This results in a total well
installation cost of $5,600,000.

Treatment Paoility. The air treatment facility costs are

based on the extracted air flow rate of 6,000 cfm.
Comparing this air flow rate to the off-gas flow rates
developed in the FS indicates that one of the large vapor-
phase granular activated carbon units described in the FS
Report would be sufficient to treat the extracted air.
Other treatment facility costs (based on Appendix H of the
FS Report} include an air heater, GAC storage, a small
operations building, radiation monitoring equipment, and
site work. Based on costs presented in the FS Report, the
total cost for this treatment facility is assumed tc be
$300,000.

Pipelines, Meters, Pump, and Blower. The injected and
extracted air pipelines are assumed to be the equivalent
of a single 8-inch diameter pipeline. Using similar
pipeline costs to thQse described in the FS Report, the
pipelines would cost about $7/diameter-inch/foot. For the
5,000 foot pipeline length, this results in a total
pipeline cost of $280,000. The cost of valves and meters ¯
is assumed to be $700/well, based on EPA (1992), fo~c a
total of $140,000.

The blower (air compressor} required for the assumed
AS/SVE system is quite large. The required discharge
pressure is at least 150 psi. This is based on a 250-foot
head of water (109 psi) and a release pressure of about 50
psi (to overcome frictional losses in the system and the
capillary entry resistance to displace the pore water).
This release pressure is estimated based on approximately
i psi for every 5 feet of water depth in coarse gravels
(Nyer, E. and S. Suthersan, 1993). Based on a
manufacturers’ quote, the required compressor would be
about 1,000 hp and would cost approximately $385,000,
including the electrical and mechanical appurtenances.
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The vacuum pump for the SVE wells is sized at 375 hp to
provide a flow rate of 6,000 cfm with a 5 psi vacuum. The
estimated $70,000 cost for this pump and appurtenances is
extrapolated from information provided in EPA, 1992.

Air/water separation equipment is required prior to the
treatment facility, costs for this equipment are abo~
$25,000r based on EPA, 1992.

The total cost for all equipment listed in this category
is $900,000°

O~M. The electrical costs for the AS/SVE system are based
on similar electrical rates as assumed for the extraction
wells in the FS Report ($0.11/kw-hr). The blower and
vacuum pump (total of 1,375 hp or 1,030 kw), if operated
continuously, will cost approximately $993,000/year. The
estimated electrical costs for the treatment facility are
$7,200 based on a fraction of the costs presented in
Appendix H.3 for Treatment Plant 10.

Treatment facility O&M costs include carbon replacement,
off-gas air sampling, natural gas costs and operating
labor. Because contaminant concentrations in the
extracted air are unknown, carbon replacement cost
estimates are based on a percentage of the Treatment Plant
i0 carbon replacement costs presentedin Appendix H.3 of
the FS Report. There are 12 vapor phase granular
activated carbon (VGAC) units in the assumed Treatment
Plant I0 configuration versus 1 in the AS/SVE system
treatment plant, thus, carbon costs for the AS/SVE
facility are estimated to be 1/12 of the Treatment Plant
10 costs, or $65,000. Air sampling costs are estimzLted to
be $200/sample and one sample per week (total cost of
$10,400).

Natural gas costs, for the air heater, are estimated to be
$6,800, 1/6 of the Treatment Plant i0 gas costs. System
operating labor, including the treatment plant and all

other system components, is estimated at 1.5 hour?/day at
$35/hour for a total cost of $19,000/year.

The total treatment facility O&M costs are $101,200/year.
Annual AS/SVE system maintenance costs are estimated at 2
percent of the construction costs, or $136,000..
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The potential for cost savings is interesting, but significant
uncertainty about the ability of AS/SVE to satisfy the remedial
objectives of the Baldwin Park OU, and the cost of reducing the
uncertainty, m~Lke it inappropriate to select AS/SVE in this
interim remedy. Reducing or resolving the technical
uncertainties would require additional evaluations of the costs
and effectiveness of AS/SVE, including extensive pilot testing
to determine operating parameters, evaluate areas of influence,
evaluate other measures of effectiveness, and refine cost
estimates.

in their written comments, Chemical Waste Management mentioned
several apparent advantages of the AS/SVE system over the pump
and treat system proposed by EPA. Each of these is addressed
below:

"Reduced energy expenditures by eliminating
groundwater/treated water pumping." Estimated O&M
costs for AS/SVE are less than for pump and treat due
to decreased carbon usage, although the total energy
expenditures between the two systems are actually
fairly similar. As shown in Table RS-I, the
electrical costs for the pump and treat system are
approximately $400,000/year greater than for ~le
AS/SVE system. However, this does not conside~c the
purveyor reimbursement portion of the pump and treat
system. Reduced energy expenditures by the purveyors
may offset a large percentage of the $400,000/year
difference.

"Eliminated capital construction costs of pipelines
and distribution facilities to deliver treated water
to purveyors and of ex-situ air-stripping towers."
Although it is correct that all of the listed
facilities will be eliminated, it should also be
noted that considerable additional capital
construction costs will be required to instal] the
200 AS/SVE system wells (compared to the three
extraction wells needed in the pump and treat
system).

"Eliminate potential need for scarce recharge
capacity in the winter months." As described in the
Proposed Plan, the preferred distribution alternative
for this action is to deliver the treated water to
purveyors for local use. In this scenario, tlhe
additional recharge capacity required would be
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minimal. In addition, as described in the FS Report,
during most periods (including winter) there should
b~ adequate excess recharge capacity available in the
area to accept treated water.

"Shortened remedlation time frame over typical
groundwater pump and treat systems." AS/SVE has been
shown to shorten remediation time in many existing
cases, but these applications are typically in source
areas with shallow contamination. In the OU area,
the AS/SVE system would be used to contain
contamination originating from multiple sources, but
the sparging wells would be distant from the residual
sources. Unless additional AS/SVE systems are
implemented at each source, the use of AS/SVE would
not likely shorten remediation time. In fact, as

~ described above, the AS/SVE system may not be able to
remove the contamination from the water that passes
through the system’s zone of influence.

References for Response E:

Ji, Wei, et el. Laboratory Study of Air Sparging: Air Flow
Visualization. Groundwater Monitoring and Remediation, Volume
13, NO. 4. Fall 1993.

Nyer, Even K. and Suthan S. Sutheran. Air Sparging: Savior of
Ground Water Remediations or Just Blowing Bubbles in the Bath
Tub?. Groundwater Monitoring and Remediation, Volume 13, No.
4. Fall 1993.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. A Technology Assessment
of Soil Vapor Extraction and Air Sparging. EPA/600/R-92/173.
September 1992.

Personal Communications

Billings, Gale. Billings and Associates. December 1993.
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BALDWIN ~ARK OU RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

ARE THE D~TAANDTECHNICAL ANALYSES OBT~INEDANI)
COMPLETED~ PART OF THE BALDWIN PARK OU ~EASIBIL~T¥ STUDY
ADEQUATE TO SUPPORT THE SELECTION OF A REMEDY?

In their joint submittal, Aerojet Gencorp (Aerojet) and Azusa
Land Reclamation (ALR) make numerous comments about the adequacy
of the data collection and analysis efforts completed as pa~ of
the Baldwin Park FS. Some of these comments offer specific
criticisms. Dozens of other comments simply repeat claims tihat
EPA’s data collection and analysis efforts are inadequate without
offering any specific criticisms. This response summarizes ;most
of the specific criticisms and identifies the location of ERA’s
response. We do not respond to the dozens ol claims that are not
accompanied by specific criticisms.

F.I EPA Believes That Data are Adequate to Support the Seleotion
of Remedy

EPA strongly believes that the water quality, hydrogeologic, and
other data collected and analyzed as part of the Baldwin Park FS
are adequate to support the selection of a remedy. During t~e
RI/FS, EPA deliberately carried out the minimum amount of s~e
characterization work needed to support remedy selection,
deferring to thetime of remedial design some sampling and
analysis work that could have been, and at other Superfund Sites
often is, completed prior to remedy selection. The Baldwin Park
RI/FS included sampling and analysis efforts by EPA, water
companies, the Main San Gabriel Basin Water-master, individual
businesses and property owners, and others over the past i0
years. See Section 3 of the FS for a description of RI efforts,
and Section 2.2 of the ROD for a list of EPA documents
summarizing RI work in the Baldwin Park area.

During the Baldwin Park RI/FS, EPA believes that it collected and
analyzed data adequate to:

¯ justify the need for remedial action in the Baldwin Park
area;
¯ specify remedial action objectives;
¯ specify approximate extraction areas;
¯ suggest preliminary extraction rates and locations (land
allow modifications to these rates and locations if
additional analyseswarrant a change);
¯ identify the least costly treatment technologies" capable
of removing contaminants from groundwater and achieving
treatment goals;
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¯ identify alternative pipeline alignments and potential
recipients of the treated water; and
¯ estimate project costs consistent with EPAguidelines.

In our response to specific Aerojet/ALR comments on the Baldwin
Park Feasibili£y Study (elsewhere in this Responsiveness
Summary), we respond to and in many cases rebut specific
criticism8 asserting errors or omissions in EPA’s data collection
or analysis efforts. In other cases, we agree with comments that
point out the need for additional data collection and analysis to
support the desiun of the remedy (as opposed to the selection of
the remedy). The following table summarizes many of the specific
criticisms that EPA’s data collection and analysis efforts are
inadequate and identifies the location of EPA’s response.

.. ..... ::!:.:,.:L.4~.:~.~:~.~ ¯ .    .. :. ~. :.- :. :.~

EPA’s proposal does not address a EPA’s remedy does
portion of the aquifer exhibiting the address contamination
highest concentrations of chemicals at well #WIOWOMW1.
in groundwater (in the vicinity of See Response B
well #WIOWOMWI).

Plumes in Subarea 3 have stabilized The preponderance of
or reached equilibrium, and evidence indicate
additional study is needed to justify otherwise. See
remedial action in Subarea 3 Response A.

EPA’s modeling efforts, using the EPA’s modeling does

CFEST model, did not or cannot account for baseline
account for "baseline" conditions conditions. See
(e.g., effects of production response to comments
wells/pumplng, recharge at Santa Fe Aj#143, AJ#144, and
Spreading Grounds, other local-scale Response C.
details) and are therefore "invalid"
and "technically inappropriate.,

EPA did not examine the potential EPA did evaluate "the
remedial effects of recharge, and did impacts of recharge
not consider the effects of existing and consider the
wells/wellhead treatment. "High effects of existing
volumes of recharge at the SFSG wells/wellhead
and/or ISG resulting from the treatment. See
alternatives presented in the OUFS responses to comments

could further negatively impact a Aj#145 and Aj#179.
poorly developed remedial action..."
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Recharge at the SFSG changes the EPA apologizes for an
groundwater flow direction from editing error. See
southwesterly to easterly, not "mo£’e response to comment
southerly toward the recommended OU Aj#181.
extraction locations" as stated by
EPA.

"On the basis of the very sketchy EPA did evaluate the
information regarding the use of impacts of aquifer
aquifer recharge as an independent recharge. See
general response action in the OUFS, responses to comments
it is apparent that EPA has not Aj#145 and Aj#179.
conducted a complete technical
evaluation of remedial alternative
options...-

The CFEST model is not sufficiently We disagree. See
calibrated on a localized scale to response to Aj#143 and
provide the degree of detail Response C.
necessary for evaluating OU
alternatives ..... [F]ailure to
recognize such deficiencies of the
CFEST model will result in
technically limited simulation
results if applied to localized OU
scale decisions."

"EPA’s statement that "computer We disagree. See
simulations do not indicate that the responses to Aj#179
choice of water use option results in and 190.
a significant difference in remedial
effectiveness" demonstrates EPA’s
limited evaluation of remedial
alternatives considered for the BP
OUFS."

No data exists on the vertical Data on the vertical
distribution of contamination in extent of
Subarea i. contamination are

sufficient to select a
remedy, although
additional data are
needed for design.
See response to Aj#58.
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There is only one monitoring well in Data from production
Subarea 2 and no monitoring wells in wells in and down-
Subarea 3. Remedial action in gradient of S~barea:~ 2
Subarea 3 is based on "an almost and 3 are adequate to
total absence of characterization specify a remedy.
information" Additional monitoring

wells will be
installed during the
time of remedial
design. See response

to comment AJ#14.

"A contaminant mass balance/transport Mass balance/transport
analysis ...is needed to determine analysis is not needed
whether further remedial measures are to justify action.
required [in] Subarea 3." See Responses A and C.

EPA’s proposed remedy will allow more Movement of more
highly contaminated groundwater highly contaminated
located north of the 210 freeway to groundwater into less
spread into less contaminated areas. contaminated areas is

a limitation in the
cleanup of large areas
of groundwater
contamination. See
Response B.

EPA failed to complete a Remedial This claim is without
Investigation. merit. See response

to %j#259

F.2 Additional Data Colleotlon and Analyses are Needed During
the Time of Remedial Design

There is an important difference in purpose between ~ne ROD and
remedial design phases of the Superfund process. The ROD
specifies the general nature of the remedy, but does not, and
should not, specify project design details. EPA regulations
state that the Record of Decision should identify and summarize
the major "technical aspects of the selected remedy thatare
later refined into design specifications" in the remedial design
phase of the Superfund process. EPA guidance advises that the
ROD should be limited to describing "major treatment components"
and "engineering controls" that will be part of the remedy, as
well as any "performance standard that the remedial action is
expected to achieve."

Completing investigation work pre-ROD to specify design details,
isand specifying design details in the ROD, " neither legally
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required nor sensible. The time lag between completion of tlhe
ROD and completion of remedial design for a project the size of
the Baldwin Park OU remedy is typically 12 to 24 months. Design-
related investigation work comp1~ted pre-ROD may prove obsolete
by the time the design is prepared, minimizing its value.
completing work pre-ROD that may need to be redone post-ROD would
be inconsistent with good engineering judgment and common sense.

Nor does it make sense to "lock in" project details in a ROD when
additional data collected post-ROD may suggest refinements to
those details. If EPA specified a design detail in the ROD such
as which of theseveral potential recipients will receive treated
groundwater from the remedy, implementation of the project could
be delayed if data or discussions post-ROD suggest it would be
cheaper or quicker to supply water to a different recipient.

F.3 EPA Reoord of Deoieion for the Baldwin Park OU Inoludes
Recommendations for Additional Data Collection and Analyses
During the Time of Remedial Design

As described in the Baldwin Park Feasibility Study, Proposed
Plan, and elsewhere in this Responsiveness Summary, EPA believes
that additional data collection is required during the time of
remedial design. The FS includes recommendations for a
monitoring program to be completed as the first step during the
time of remedial design; this Responsiveness includes revised
recommendations.    See response to comment Aj#58.
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......INDIVIDUALS AND INTEREST GROUPS...

I. Comments by Allan Hill (AH)

AH#L. Conantor notes that the FS states that the 29,000 gpm (rathor than
19,000 gpm) e~ractlon scenario appears to be the "optimum scenario" for use
wi£h the reme4L£aL aLternativeu (page 7-12). He asks for documentation that &
19,000-gpmpro~ect stopsmigration oft he cont~Inatlon ana furthor
explanation why EPA proposed a 19,000-gl~Plan.

e~: Section 7 identifies three Subareas of groundwater
contamination in which remedial action may be warranted. Section
7 also includes a statement that extraction of 29,000 gpm is
"optimum" if the goal is to limit the migration of contaminated
gro~mdwater in all three Subareas (and if modeling assumptions
tam,tin valid). (The "optimal" rate for extraction in two
Sub~reas is 19,000 gpm.) In this statement, EPA did not intend
to imply that extraction in the three Subareas is necessarily the
optimum remedy.

In subsequent evaluations, described in Sections ii and 12 and in
Response B included in this Responsiveness Summary, EPA compared
the advantages and limitations of extracting and treating
contaminated groundwater in two, three, or greater than three
Subareas. EPA concluded that remedial action in two Subareas was
the best option because it offered significant and relatively
certain benefits, will significantly limit the migration of
contaminated groundwater in and beyond the Baldwin Park area,
will remove significant amounts of contaminant mass, appe~cs to
be implementable, and is technically defensible. This
Alternative was presented in EPA’s Proposed Plan and selected in
this Record of Decision. We have prepared and included as
Response B a detailed explanation of the benefits and limitations"
of EPA’s remedy. We do not repeat that discussion here, but
instead refer the reader to Response B of this Responsiveness
Summary.

We see, in hindsight, that EPA’s decision to propose and select
the smaller of the remedies evaluated in the Feasibility Study,
and the use of the word optimal to describe the pumping
configuration of the larger remedy, has left some reviewers with
the impression that the selected remedy is less than adequate.
We hope that the explanation offered in this response and in
Response B better explains the rationale for EPA’s decision.

~2. Conmentor suggest8 that EPK p~opouedtho 19,000 glmnproject to satlsf~
"the Watermastmr ~roup." Commentor writesx "I understand the water.aster
group believes th~ can .only dlspole of 19,000 gpn within the adjudicated
area, Thua to &void the question of export they will agree to 8witch fron
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using wells that yield th¯t much from the cle¯n ¯re¯s of the valley to ¯ccept
onlT that amount of processed water from wells within the contamination zone.
X have the understanding this is the fix that w¯termaster hopes to use to
prevent ConJumctive Use by Metropolitan or any other ~rcup f~m outside the
adjudicated area. Them ¯re areaa in the watershed of the 8an OabrAel RAver
that must depend upon imported water today that would be logical users ©,f
10,000 gpu of processed water from the operable unit. A good example is Puente
Valley."

EPA Re~p0nse: Commentor is incorrect in assuming that EPA
developed its proposal primarily to satisfy the Main San Gabriel
Basin Watermaster, local water purveyors, or other local
interests. EPA has consulted extensively with local agencies,
purveyors, and interest groups, but the decision to propose
approximately 19,000 gpm of extraction represents current EPA
policy emphasizing containment, experience gained at numerous
other groundwater sites about the capabilities and limitations of
"pump and treat" technology, and the distribution of contaminated
groundwater in the Baldwin Park area. See Response B for a more
detailed explanation of the rationale behind EPA’s proposed
pumping configuration.

Potential recipients of treated water include users that would be
supplied through export, in the Puente Valley and elsewhere. See
section 9 and appendix D for a llst of potential recipients, and
an evaluation of the feasibility of supplying treated water to
users in the Puente Vall~y and other portions of the San Gabriel
Basin.

~#3. COnentor requests that "EPA adopt ¯ two phase Imple~nt¯tlon of the
29,000 gpm extraction scenario where the first phase would be the 19,000
to be utillmmd by the waterma.ter group. The second phase would be a I0,000
gpm scenario that would be water for export by any group other than the
existing loc¯I pumpers. It could be part of ¯ much larger conJun=tivm ule
project or the existing cyclic storage program of Three valleys M.W.D. or
Metropolitan Water District. If the institutional problems of the
adjudication provision preventing new exports could not be overcome, the
I0,000 gpm of processed water could be discharged into the river for capture
by existing downstream facilities and eventual use by the cities downstream of
the watermester extractors service areas. The watarmaster ham much an
arrangement with the industrial firms cleaning up contamination An Puente
V¯l ley."

~PA Response: Commentor raises three issues: the size of the
remedy, the recipients of treated water from the remedy, and the
potential .for future EPA projects after implementation of the
selected remedy.

See AH#I and Response B for additional discussion of the size of
the selected remedy. See Section 9 for a discussion of water-use
options, including the feasibility of discharging water into the
river or other surface water channels. We note that any
significant discharge of water into surface water channel:; must
consider the requirements and implementation history of the Long
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Beach Judgment. The Long Beach Judgment declares that users
downstream of the San Gabriel Basin (the "Upper Area" defined[ in
the Judgment) are entitled to an annual average of 98,415 acre-
feet of "usable water." The majority of this entitlement has,
however, been supplied historically through "natural" surface and
subsurface flow (resulting from precipitation and to a lesser
extent, discharge of treated sewage effluent). A minority of the
entitlement, termed "make-up water," has been met through the
purchase and transfer of imported water. Between the 1979-8.0 and
1991--92 water years, users in the San Gabriel Basin supplied an
average of 8,213 acre-feet of make-up water to downstream users.
The range in this period was 0 to 28,279 acre-feet/year. See

Twenty-ninth Annual ReDortofth~S~n Gabriel River Watermasiter
for 1991-92, City of Long Beach, et al., vs. San Gabriel ~a].ley
Water Co., et al., Case No. 722647 - Los Angeles County.

There is the potential for future EPA projects in the Baldwin
Park area. EPA’s selected remedy is an "interim action" that may
be supplemented or modified if information collected during
implementation of the project indicates the need for additional
groundwater extraction. EPA’s project includes a comprehensive
groundwater monitoring program (see response to comment Aj#58)
that will generate data to evaluate the project’s effectiveness.

II. Comments by Alton J. Amdahl

The comments submitted by Alton J.
comments submitted by Allan Hill.
EPAresponses.

Amdahl are identical to
See comments AH#1 to AH#3 and

III. Comments by Bill Robinson (BR)

BR#Ia. "I cannot support EPA°s proposed interim "containment" project option
#I." "Recommendation, Option #3 Large Scale 29,000 GPM ConJttnctlv.e Use
Alternative combined with clean-up end regional export."

~PA Response: Comments noted.

BR#Ib. "EPA must exert haovlor Influence to force a compromise betwe,mn local
and regional lntoremts, rather than follow the local load by accepting
institutional problems and locally inspired doubts about water end use as a
~rmsnent obstacle tO clean up of the bamlno "Containment" options are of
little worth to the public, but allows local purveyors, utilities who already
monopollse the mana~mnent of the basin, to monopolize the EPA clean up by
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pushing their containment option #I. The basin is a public resource not a
private lake (reservoir)°"

¯ EPA Response: We disagree with commentor that EPA’s Proposed
Plan is "of little worth to the public," that the clean up is

"monopolized" by local interests, or that "water end use is a
permanent obstacle to clean up." The decision to emphasize
containment and mass removal reflects current EPA policy and the
experience gained at sites with groundwater contamination
throughout the country. See response to AH#2 and Response B,
which further describe the rationale behind EPA’s proposal.

BR#2. "Economics of scale and the stark reality of permanent water shortages
in 8o. Callforniaintha next decades argue that ell clean water produced by
the largest cleanup plant EPA can build will soon find a benaficial end. use.
The water industry routinely use8 paper trades and credits to even out the
peaks and valleys of annual water usage. These techniques can beapplie~dto
water produced to keep a large scale plant operating 12 months per year at
full capacity. The EPA goal should be both to enhance common local routine
cyclic storage (put and take) progrluas together with increased regional, export
opportunities."

EPA Response: We agree that there is no fundamental reason that
19,000 gpm, 29,000 gpm, or greater amounts of water could not be
put to a beneficial end use. We wish to correct any
misconception that difficulties in distributing treated water are
the primary factor considered in determining the size of EPA’s
proposal. The primary considerations are technical, as discussed
in A H#1 and 2, and Response B.

We agree that "paper trades" may help in the distribution of
water from EPA’s proposed project. EPA representatives have met
with water purveyors in the Baldwin Park area and the Main san
Gabriel Basin Watermaster to discuss possible trades, and will
continue discussions in the hope of reaching agreements to
distribute water from EPA’s proposed project.

EPA’s responsibility is to develop and implement remedial actions

needed for cleanup. EPA supports improvements in the use of San
Gabriel Basin’s water resources, as long as it does not increase
the cost of or interfere with cleanup.

BR#3. "The most likely problem that could defeat the conjunctive use option or
option la not understanding the width, length and depth and direction of

movement of the plume and miss-el, lag the plant or not designing enough
flex~llity of plant/flexibility of contaminated water feeder pipe to keep the
f&cilit~ supplied with contaminated water during its entire productlva Ilia.
Facilit~ siting decisions must be based upon thorough programs of water
testing, analysie and flow modeling. The~e ~roqrams mu~tb~ ~qDtrolled by
public aqencleagulded by public intaremt goals not private monopolilad local
agencies with non public intereet axes to grind. Locally, well testing is
controlled by the Alhambra judgement Wste~aster, an arm of L.A.’s Superior
C~u~t, an agency realistically controlled by the five largest water u~tillties
existent in the b~aln, an organization with apparently enough influez~co tO
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drive the p~oposed projects to the detriment of the public interest, i.e. ¯
cleaner basin."

~: We agree that extraction locations should be based
on "water testing, analysis, and flow modeling." EPA will
consult with local agencies and others, public and private,
interested in and affected by the contamination and EPA’s

selected remedy, but EPA will remain responsible for making final
decisions on extraction locations and other project details.

BR#4. "EPA authorltT can overcome opposition of the local water purveyor
monopolT if EPA properly sites a facility, then exports pert of %he excess
production from a proposed 29,000 OPM "Clean up" operable unit. Export z~lea
under the Long Beach Judgement River Watermaster has bean routine in the basin
%ransfe~ing to Central basin curt, nilT 85,000 A.F. a year in orderly, stable
and long-institut~onallzed fashion. The local monopoly interest hLs been
blowing smoke at EPA apparently increasing EPA°s export anxiety in ordm~: to
aelflahlT Balntaln their nearly total control over the water resources ,)f the
walley."

EPA ResD0nse: EPA disagrees that its "export anxiety" exceeds
its level of anxiety about any other distribution options. EPA
will select the distribution option that meets its remedial
objectives and to the extent feasible, minimizes cost, minimizes
institutional barriers that might delay or preclude
implementation, and satisfies State nnd local preferences.

We note that most of the 85,000 acre-feet (af)/yr of water
supplied to downstream users in the central basin to meet
obligations of the Long Beach Judgment has been met by natural
subsurface and surface flow. The increment actually purchased to
meet obligations of the Judgment ("Make-up Water") ha~ averaged

8,213 acre-feet over the last twelve years. Also see response to
AH#3.

BR#5. "~he San Gabriel Valley coutalns nearly all built out co::unlties with
limited, well understood, stable demands for water. Demand increases a~ut 1
percent per year. The proposed interlm-contalnment solution - damages the
public interest by delaying cleanup while furthering the prlvat~ interest
control of the public basin :.sources. EPA funds and &ll public funds; Rust
serve ~lic health and safetT, which demands the quickest feasible �~Laanup
solution. The e.G. basin as the "private lake" scenario can be subord~Lnated to
an improve¯ proposal; a dual purpose approach that ¯llowst i. protect:Lea for
local water interest for the benmficial use of water of the basin and; 2. the
reglonsl beneflclal interest through orderly planned exports of produced
excesses.

The past decades have brought broad benefits through the provisions of the
Long Beach Judgement (see comment #4). Future wider opportunities and benefits
to the region ma~ occur through support and sponsorship of EPA 5ul~erfund.
Metropolitan Water District and Federal Bureau of Reclamatlon funding! and
federal legislation sponsorship of Cong. E. Torrea."
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~: EPA’s proposal does not delay cleanup; it
represents the nost significant step toward clean up made to
date. Nor does it represent any shift in control from public to
private interests. Also see responses to comments BR#1-4.

P~~: This comment largely duplicates comments 1-5. EPA
is unclear how its proposal "loses ... possible funding" from
Metropolitan or others. EPA has received no firm commitments
from any of these agencies for funding of clean up costs. Nor
has EPA ruled out or in any way limited the possible involvement
of Metropolitan or others. Distributing water toMetropolitan
r~mains an option if it is demonstrated that supplying water to
Metropolitan will increase the extent of clean up, lessen costs,
speed implementation, or otherwise benefit clean up. There
be benefits if Metropolitan is involved, but at present, it: is
unclear if Metropolitan involvement would provide a net benefit.
~lso see response to Tor#1 and Response D.

~7. Large scale conjunctive use better serves both the local interest, hecause nore
Contaminated water is cleaned up and re~aoved fam£er, and enhanceu the regional
interest through increased water supply from export. The export under option #3 also
includes p=eferrad 8mailer ~200-$300 per A.F. clean up costs. The large project
option optimlses per A.F. clean up costs, while small scale projects options almost
double treatment costs. The small projects only d£scernsbla advantage: it maintains
the control of the local parochial interests of the water purveyor cartel. S.G. basin
exports already occur annually through Whlttler narrows in an orderly
institutionalized fashion to Central Basin by pipelines, underground and occaaional
surfacm flows.

~AResDonse: This commentlargely duplicates comments BR#1-6. We
agree that larger projects could limit migration of contaminated
groundwater in additional areas and increase the amount of
contamination removed, but again note that the size of the project has
been determined based primarily on technical considerations, as
discussed in AH#1 and AH#2, and Response B.

IV. Comments by the East Valleys Organization, Toxics Task Force
(EVO)
EVO#1. Commentor "supports the plan, but [does] not think that it goes far enough."
Views EPA’s proposal as overly tautlous "at a time when bold action and imaginative
solutions are required..." Expresses understanding of "concerns by SOme in the local
water community of losing authority to MWD," but believes that "a greater threat has
come from the opposite tendency: a balkanixod polltfcal structure and1 a parochialism
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in attltudes that have hampered decisive action and a comprehensive approach t o the
wise ~8e of scarce Eelources."EPA ResDonse:" Comments noted. EPA does not view its prop0sal, whose

estimated "30 year present value" exceeds $i00 million, as a "cautious"
or "unimaginative" step in the cleanup. See Response B for zt more
detailed discussion of EPA’s rationale for the scope of its remedy.

EVO#20, Raconuaenda that "EPA should support conjunctive use with the Metropolitan
Water District ... to Rake it possible to carry out a more extensITe clean up, o..
help ensure Federal Bureau of Reclamation and MWD participation in fund,s9 for the
facility, [and to lake} the San Oabriel Basin aquifer ... [a] resource ~hat will help
all of Southern California cope wlth its critical water unagement probl.ne.-

~: EPA remains interested in increasing the involvement of
Metropolitan Water District if it is demonstrated that Metropolitan’s
involvement would increase the extent of Clean up, lessen costs, speed
implementation, or otherwise benefit clean up. At present, it is
unclear if Metropolitan involvement would provide these benefits. See
response to Tot#1 and Response D.

V. Comments by’ Friends of San Gabriel River (FSG)

FEG#I. Commentor [does] "not agree the proposed project of extraction of 19,000 gpm
at Baldwin Park Operable Unit will achieve the objective of compliance with the
requlrementa of federal law." Commentor recommends that EPA adopt Alternatlwe 3
(described in the Propossed Plan), favoring extraction of 29,000 g~ (rather than
19,000 gpm} and involvement of Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.
Commentor asmert,t that extracting 29,000 gpm would speed cle,tn up, reduce �OSt,re
allow EPA’,t remedlal objectives "to be achieved before the firsst effects of a 19,000
9pro program could even be detected," [and that] "it is the dut~ of EPA to achieve a,t
much cleanup a’t those who are involved will finance on there [sic] own."

EPA Resp0nse: As stated in the Proposed Plan and the ROD, EPA believes
that its selected remedy, calling for extraction and treatment of
approximately 19 ~ 000 gpm of contaminated groundwater, satisfies the
statutory requirements of Section 121 of the Superfund law and best
satisfies the Superfund evaluation criteria. The remedy is protective
of human health and the environment, cost-effective, complies with all
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements, utilizes permanent
solutions to the maximum extent practicable, and satisfies the
statutory preference for treatment.

Commentor’s assertion that extracting 29,000 gpm would allow EPA’s
remedial objectives "to be achieved before the first effects of a
19,000 gpm program could even be detected" is unfounded. See Response
B for a detailed discussion of EPA’s rationale for proposing extraction
of approximately 19,000 gpm, rather than 29,000 gpm, of contaminated
groundwater.
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It would be senseless and irresponsible for EPA to determine extraction
rates based on the ability of EPA or others to fund the project, as
co,mentor suggests, rather than on technical analyses.

See Response B for a discussion of the rationale for the size of the
selected remedy and Response D for a discussion of the role of

Metropolitan Water District.

FSO#2. coneutor believes that treated groundwater that is not distributed to water
pu~,eyors could be piped to spreading basins and flood control channels, eliminating
the risk that extraction of contaminated groundwater would need to cease due to
4nadQ~uate demand by water company customers.

EPA Response: Recharging treated groundwater remains an option in the
Record of Decision. Recharge is not specified as the only acceptable
method of water distribution or disposal due to its potential
disadvantages, which include inadequate spreading basin capacity, and
loss of usable water to the Central Basin. See Section 9 and the
response to comment AH#3 for a more detailed discussion of the
limitations and disadvantages of recharge.

FSG#~. Commentor also advises that "EPA "include conJunctlva use by not only
Met~opolitan Water District but by any other group that will supply financing."

~PA Response: EPA’s plan allows for the supply of treated groundwater
to purveyors now dependent on supplemental sources of water, which may
result in increased conjunctive use of local and imported water

resources.

VI. Comments by Rayall Brown [presumed to be Royall Brown]
(m3)
RB#I. Commentor found the microfilm version of the Admlnistrativa Record at the Wast
CovlnaI~ibrar~ "unreviewable." Commentor bellewed that the library’s ,viewing
equipment could only handle 35 mm film, rather than the 16 mm format used to

microfilm the Administrative Record.

EPA Response: We regret the difficulty which the commentor had in
reviewing the microfilmed version of the Administrative Record. The

commentor’s difficulty may have resulted from his unfamiliarity with
the microfilm reader.

Commentor first informed EPA staff of his difficulty in reviewing the

microfilm (located at the West Covina Public Library) at an EPA public
meeting held on 5/20/93. After the meeting, EPA staff contacted Mr.

Bruce Guter, the documents librarian. Mr. Guter viewed the microfilm,
including a frame identified by the commentor as unreadable (film 4,
frame 1710). Mr. Guter had no problem reading it. Mr. Guter noted
that there are two different lenses available - one for regular format
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documents and the other for maps and other oversized documer~s.
Commentor may have used the wrong lens. We are confident of library
staff’s willingness to help any members of the public having difficulty
reviewing the Administrative Record; we have found staff at the West
Covina Public Library extremely cooperative. No other commentor has
expressed any problem in reading the microfilm; to EPA or, as far as
the head librarian knows, to library staff.

At the public meeting, EPA staff offered to place a paper copy of the
Baldwin Park Feasibility Study at the library to facilitate its review.
(The Feasibility study was the document of greatest interest.) The
Feasibility Study was mailed to the library on May 25th, 1993.

RB#2. C~mmentor identifies several wells between the San BernardAno Fre,eway (X-10)
and ~he railroad tracks along Valley Blvd where contaminant levell have, exceeded
MCLa. Commentor notes that the Proposed Plan does not address contamlrLatlon at these
walls, and that contamlnation south of the freeway will continue to spread.
Conenter concludes that the proposed project will not meet EPA’s mlgreLtion control
ob~ectivea.

EPA Response: We agree that there is contaminated groundw~Lter
dog,gradient of the proposed extraction in the "lower area." We make
this observation on page 7-5:

"Contamination has been detected downgradient of Subarea 3 [the

lower area] at concentrations at or near MCLs ..."

The comment highlights an important limitation of EPA’s proposal. No
realistic cleanup proposal can completely stop migration of all
contaminated groundwater across an area as large as the Baldwin Park
area; any proposal that includes a realistic, finite number of
extraction locations will limit migration in some areas but not in
others. If the proposed extraction locations were moved some distance
south to address lower levels of contamination, more highly
contaminated groundwater upgradient of the extraction locations would
migrate unimpeded. As discussed in greater detail in Response B, EPA
believes that its proposal best meets its remedial objectives by
limiting migration and removing contaminant mass from areas in which
remediation will provide the greatest benefit.

Finally, we note that EPA’s proposed project is an interim action which
m~ be supplemented in the future. :

RB#3. Commentor norms that a treatment facility has been installed by La Puente
Valley County Water District at wells listed for potential shutdown in the FS, Table
7-3. Commentor recommends that this and other treatment facilltlee continue to
o~trate as long aa the wells served by the equipment ehow contamlnati~n, pointing out
th~kt it wonld "not be economical" to discon£inue the use of in|tal~ed~ clean up
facilities In order to build other facilities.

~AResponse: EPA is aware of the installation and operation of a
treatment facility at the La Puente Valley County Water District’s
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wells. Water quality data availablethrough 1992 indicate "that
groundwater at the District’s wells is less contaminated than
groundwater at the Big Dalton well and other locations to tlhe north.

EPA included the District’s wells in a list of "Wells for Potential
Shutdown or Reduced Extraction" as a reflection of our preference that

extraction in clean or less contaminated areas be minimized. EPA
recognizes, however, the District’s need to extract water to meet its
water supply responsibilities.

EPA has no plans to limit operation of the District’s wells or
treatment facility.

EPA Response: EPA acknowledges the existence of several existing and
planned treatment facilities. The extent to which continued operation
of any of the existing facilities will satisfy EPA’s remedial

objectives will be determined during the design phase of ~he project,
making use of the most up-to-date water quality data. See response to
comment AH#1 and Response B for a detailed description of EPA’s
rationale for proposing extraction of 19,000 gpm of contaminated
groundwater, rather than 29,000 gpm.

RB#5. Commentor "oppose[m] the recommended plea of 19,000 gpm extraction as it does
not reflect the infr¯mtructure of the San Gabriel River Basin." Commentor reports
%hat an undated San Gabriel River Watermastor Annual Report shows the lower area with
an annual entitlement of 85,600 Acre Feet of water from the upper area, and that
10,O00 gpm continuous pumping equals 16,133 Acre feet per year. Commentor concludoss
"Thus if I0,000 gpm of the 29,000 gpm under alternatives 2 or 3 was discharged down
the drainage system, the lower area could capture it and it would become groundwater
i~L the lower basin. It could in future years be part of the usable water documented
az~uelly by the river wmterm&ster. Am ¯ result,..., the infrastr11~ture exists to
d:Lspose of all of %he 29,000 gpI extraction alternative without utilizing any of the
exlatlng local $~umpers efforts that only can dispose of 19,000 gp~."

~pA Response: In the Proposed Plan, EPA expresses a preference that
treated groundwater be distributed to water purveyors for direct use,
but includes recharge as a backup water use option in case agreements
to distribute water to purveyors cannot be reached.

We agree with commentor that infrastructure exists to dispose of
treated water into local flood control channels, but there is a
significant disadvantage of this method of "disposal." See response to
~#3.
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RB#6. Commentor notes that the Watermastert "has made arrangeBents to allow
Responsible P~ies in the Puente Valley who extract polluted water and %0 clean It
up and to dlmcharga it to the drainage system. This water becomes part. of the usable
water unda~ the rules of Case #722647. In Baldwin Park the watermaeter slhould not be
allowed to claim no infrastructure or capability to dispose of more than 19,000 91me
as they hive ~de accosmodation= for ~he clean up of contmainants in Puente Valley
that is p~rt of the San Gabriel River System.~

Y~: Watermaster has made no such claim.

RB#7o Commentor, 8 concluding recommendation ks that SPA adopt "... i It.aged approach
to well head clean up that would allow for a future pro~ect that would involve
con~unctiwe use of wells in the Baldwin Park operable Unit bT Metropolitan Water
District or others such as Three Valleys Municipal Water District that is within the
San Gabriel River watershed+"

E~~: We encourage additional clean up projects by parties

other than EPA that are consistent with our remedial objectlves.

VII. Comments by Sierra Club (SC)

(The sierra Club submitted comments dated June 20, 1993 and August 9+
1993. The August comments include the Sierra Club’s testimony
presented on August 6 at the public hearing conducted by the California

Assembly Committee on Groundwater Contamination and Landfill Leakage.)

June 20. 1993 comments

5c#l. "Repreaentatlves of the Sierra Club ... are pleased that SPA has come forward
with a specific plan to begin cleanups However considering the analysis, presented in
the BaldwinParkOperable Unit Feasibility Study, we would recommend selection of
altq|rnatiYe 3 a8 the preferred plan for several reasons."

~ s~~: Comment noted.

5C#2. "Firstly, Figure 12-1 clearly shows that options 2, 3 or 4 all provide a higher
degree of long-term effectivene6s than Option i. The study states that extracting
29,000 gpm total from three subareas within the Baldwin Park/lrwindale/Azusa area is
the "optimum" scenarlo. We urge SPA to sele¢t the option which will best serve the
long term interests of San Gabriel Valley residents. Achieving the most effectiwe
solution le worth the effort of overcoming difficulties in implementation."

Y~A ResPonse: We agree that the higher pumping rates included in

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would provide a higher degree of long-term
effectiveness, but do not believe that their implementation is

warranted at present. See response to AH#1 on the use of the word

optimum and Response B on the rationale for the size of the remedy.
Difficulties in implementation are not the primary reason for selecting
a project calling for the extraction of approximately 19,000 gpm
(rather than 29,000 gpm) of contaminated groundwater.
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EPA Response: See Response D for a discussion of the role of
Metropolitan Water District in the remedy.

SC#4. "Option 3 has the additional advantage of includingMWD An the cleanup process.
The entire clean-up effort would benefit from MWD’s water qualltyte~Ical expertise
and financial resources. The availability of these resources to assist in the cleanup
of the San Gabriel Basin is certalnly in the long term beat interests of the citizens
of the San Gabriel Valley. Option 3 would,. An addition to providing water to those
areas which have water rights in the Main San Gabriel Basin, would also provide water
to communities in the greater San Gabriel Valley who do not have such rights."

~I?A Response: We agree that Metropolitan would bring water quality
expertise but are uncertain whether they will contribute financial
resources to the cleanup. See Response D.

SC#5. "Lastly Option 3 is preferable because it would place EPA in a =tronger
negotiating position with Potentially Responsible Parties (Peps). The Peps are
already asking EPA to reduce the amount of water extracted to leas than 19,000 glum.
Smlectlng the option with a higher extraction rate will give EPA lore room to
negotiate."

~PA Response: EPA is legally-required to select the remedial option
that best meets the nine Superfund evaluation criteria (e.g.,
maximizing effectiveness, minimizing cost). Improving one’s
negotiating position is not among the nine criteria.

~c~st 9. 1993 comments

SC#6. "...The sierra Club strongly favors...a Joint contamination cleranup-conJunotive
use program ... The benefits of integrated, o.management of all local surface and
groundwater...are becoming increasingly obvious to progressive water managers and the
general public in southern California. It is understandable that EPA cannot take the
lead in planning for the use of groundwater stored under a conjunctive use programs.
As I understand it, one of your main concerns is that you have not yc~t received a
firm commitment from either the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(MWD) or a local San Gabriel Basin water agency for a larger treatment program
(29,000glMm am compared to 19,000gp~) in the Baldwin Park area. We would urge that
EPA work with MWD and local water agencies to address this issue. Am you know, the
San Gabriel Basin is an adjudicated basin in which numerous water rights holders
clalua the exclusive right to manage local resources as they see fit, and it will taka
time rework out a solution that is ultimately beneficial to all pa~:ies. I believe
EPA would be remiss in adopting the attitude that it should merely seek the simplest
l~hort-termsolution end then walk away from the situation. Although it may not have
been intended, your comments at the August 6 hearing gave that impre=sion [comments
by Jeff Rosenbloom]. I therefore urge that you give further consideration to a more
comprehensive cleanup-conjunctive use plan for the San Gabriel Basin."

~PA ResDonse: Comments noted.
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$0#7o Are "concerned first and foremost that the health of the residents and workers
of the Basin be protected by insuring that drinking water provided by public and
private retailers to consumers meet all currant and prospective Federal and State
standards; Secondly, we are concerned that the existing groundwater contamination not
be permitted to expand beyond its present boundaries, thereby contaminating
additional areas. Thirdly, we want to see that further contamination doa:e not oocur
through dis~harga of additional toxics into the groundwatQr, and that those parties
who were responsible for past contamination be held liable for theft actions. And we
want to ensure that the abundant groundwater resources of this Basln arm affectiTely
managed so the8 area can be relatively self-reliant for its water needs rather than
rely on large quamtltles of costly imported water from Northern ~lifo~nia and the
Colorado River.

For these reasons the Sierra Club favors the adoption of the comprehensive plan
prepared b~ the Federal Environmental Proteotion Agency to extract and treat 29,000
gallons per minute (gpm) of groundwater from three subareae within the Baldwin
Park/Irw£ndale/Azusa 5uperfund Contamination Site. EPA has presented scientific data
indicating that this would be the optimum level of treatment to effectuate syetemati~
cleanup of existing contamination and prevention of contamination migration to
additional areas."

EPA Response: See response to comment AH#1 and Response B.

SO#8 "...The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California is prepared to
participate on a 25% cost-sharing basis. (See MWD Board Letter of Januaz7 28, 1993)
The participation of MWD is likely to be crucial to the success of this pro~ect, both
because of MWD’a strong financial position and of that agency’s acknowledged
expertise in addressing complex problems of water treatment processes necessa~ to
Meet Federal and State drinking water standards.

Xddltion[al] funding up to an additional 25% is also available from the US Bureau of
Reclamation pursuant to Section 1614 of the Public Law 102-575 (Reclamation Projects
Authorization and Adjustment Act of 1992) for "the design, planning and construction
of a conjunctive-use facility designed to improve the water quality im the San
Gabriel groundwater basin and a11ow the utilization of the basin ms a water storage
facillty." Given the difficulty of obtaining local and state funds to cleanup
contaminated groundwater in the San Gabriel Basin, it only make~ senEe to make use of
thls additional Federal funding."

EPA Response: As described in response to comment Tar#1 and in
Response D, the magnitude and use of any funding provided by
Metropolitan Water District or P.L. 102-575 remain uncertain.

8C#9. "It is our understanding that because of limited support from local water /
purveyors and objection from some responsible parties, EPA is recommending that
treatment facilities for cleanup of the Baldwin Park/lrwindale/Azusa area be limited
to producing only 19,000 gpm. The Sierra club believes this level of treatment would
not meet the long-term objective of cleaning up existing contamination, nor would it
be the most cost-effective. Furthermore, it is doubtful that MWD or the Bureau of
Reclamation would participate in a smaller-scale project, since the conjunctive use
benefits of storing imported groundwater in the Basin would be significantly reduced.
Without MWD’a financial and technical support, and without Bureau of Reclamation
ft~Ldlng, the prospects of effective action in the near term to ac=ompllsh both
groundwater contamination remediation and conjunctive use objectives will be
significantly dimlniehad."

~A ~sponse: EPA’s decision to select a remedy calling for the
extraction of approximately 19,000 gpm is based primarily on technical
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considerations; it is not due to limited support from water purveyors
or Peps. See Response B for an explanation of the size of EPA’s

remedy.

gO#10. " ...~he Sierra Club would llke to sac ¯ more meaningful role played by the
~llfornlaEnvironmental Protection Agency and the Regional Water QuelityBo¯rdin
¯ ddresslngthe San Gabriel Basin’s groundwater contamination. The Regional Board has
been chronlc¯lly underfunded and understaffed in recent years and as ¯ result,
although it has dedicated staff, has been unable %0 be ¯s effectlve as it should be
in developing mua%ulderstandlng of the nature and extant of groundwater cont~i~ation
in the Basin, identifying sources of this contamination, and taking effectiwe
enforcement ¯orlon against the responsible parties. It is essential that, funding for
%hls agency be increased to ensure thatremaining sources of contaminatlon are
brought under full control and that past sources of �ontsmlnatlon are held
responsible for their actions."

EPA Response: Comment noted.

VIII. Comments by the Superfund Working Information Group
(SWIG)

SWXG#X. "..a commendable effort has been made by EPA to develop a =leanu~ project to
address the problem of groundwater [in the Baldwin Park areal..., [and t~at on the
whole], ... EPA’m present plans for remediation of the Baldwin Park-Asuals--Irwindale
contaminant plume seems to be going in the rlghtdlrectlon, toward a fir~l solution
of cleanup and control of the V0C contamination in the Main Sen Gabriel Baals."

EPA Response: Comment noted.

SWIG#2. Commantor also asks that EPA consider "the practicalities of enlarging the
output of the project, if feasible." ,/

~ s_~: EPA refers to the selected remedy as an interim action,
to reflect the possibility that additional projects may be needed in
the Baldwin Park area. EPA will use information collected after
construction and operation of the selected remedy to help determine the

need to enlarge or in other ways modify the project. EPA’s decision to
select a project extracting and treating approximately 19,000 gpm
rat]her than a larger project is discussed in Response B.
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...FEDERAL AND STATE LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVES...

IX. Comments by Hilda Solis, Assemblywoman, 57th District,
California Legislature

Sol#l. Connentor urges EPA "to consider the merits of a conjunctive use program as a
means to remedF both V0C and nitrate contamination .. ," Commentor argues that
conjunctive use would offer the "potential to cleanup the contamination in the Basin
while at the same time both providing an environmentally-sauna method for storing
water and offering a financial package which ought to prove beneficial to all
affected parties."

X. Comments by Esteban Torres, Representative, 34th District, U.S.
Congress

Tar#1. "I am struck by the fact that the alternative EPA prefers (Altaz~ativ¯ One) i8
the :Least environmentally sound alternative of the four .... Alternative One would
pump 19,000 gpm ... to be used on~Tby the local water purveyors... Alternatives
Three and Four would pump 29,000 gpm... The fund¯mental difference between these two
alternatives [one and four] is that the third and fourth alternatives provide a
conjunctive use elemeut and would potentially remove one-third more cox~aminants from
the water basin.

on the surface, Alternative Four appears to cost the taxpayer significantly more than
Alternatlv¯ One. However, last year Congress authorized funding 25% of the San
Gabriel Basin Project in Section 1614 of the Reclamation Pro~ects Authorization and
Adjustment Act of 1992 (Public Law 101-575). And ¯s a result, the Board of Directors
of the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) committed significant resources to this
worthwhile project.

If you review Alternative One, (capital cost: $47 milllon, to be entirely funded by
local businesses which are held responsible for the contamination} and compare it to
Alternatlve Four (capital costs| $78 million with only $39 million (50%} funded b~
local businesses and 50% by Section 1614 funds and MWD funds) I trust you will
conclude that Alternative Four is better from every perspective. Alternative Four
will give us the capacity to remove more contaminants from the groundwater and will
save the local business community $8 million.

Even if EPA were to select s clean-up technology that goes beyond "air stripping" to
somethlnglike the "liquid granular activated carbon" process recommer~ed by MWD, the
total cost of Alternative Four would be $100 million, with $50 million comlng from
the local business communlty and $50 million coming fronMWD and Gection 1614. The
additional $3 million in local costs 18 a small price to pay to achieve a 33 percent
increase in contaminant removal. I suggest that the standard measure of cost-
effactlveneaa (cost/ton removal) should be thoroughly analysed in li~It of the above.

Additionally, I want you to know that, at my urging, the California ~Dngressional
Delegation has been actively pursuing ¯ $5 m~llion FY °94 appropriat~3n for the
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implementation of Section 1614 because the conJ~J~ctive use pro~ect ks excellent
publiopoli~. Southern California gets an enhanced suPpIF of water which reduoea
pre=sure on the Colorado River and Northern California, and, more importantly, the
cit|.sene in the SanOabriel Vallmy get.a cleaner ~upply of water.

If t~e reason that EPA has recommended Alternative One in baaed on what has bOOn
called the ’institutional problems’ associated with Conjunctive Use, I strongly
recommend that the AgoneT take another look at it8 rationale. While X reallse that
EPA doesn’t went to be "water broker" in Southern California, it can cmrtainlT assist
negotiation= eo that other, and perhaps more appropriate agencies, manage our water
remouz~es. However, l don’t believe that any ’inBtitutional problem, Justifies
selecting ¯ clean-up alternative which accomplishes 1088 clean-up at greater cost to
area businesses and residents."

EPA Response: Internal EPA policy required an immediate response to
Congressman Torres. EPA’s response (without the enclosed table),
delivered in a letter dated September 9, 1993, is reprinted here. Also
see Response D.

Honorable Esteban E. Torres
U.S House of Representatives
174.0 Longworth House office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr.     Torres:

Thank you for your letter of August i0, 1993 to Wayne Praskins,
one of our Superfund Project Managers, concerning the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Proposed Plan for the Baldwin
Park Operable Unit of the San Gabriel Valley Superfund Sites. We
appreciate your continued support for efforts to clean up the soil and
groundwater contamination in the San Gabriel Basin and your specific
co~ents on the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan. We will, as
always, seriously consider your views in reaching a decision on how to
proceed withthe clean up.

As you know, EPA’s primary responsibility is to clean up the soil
and groundwater contamination. We share your goal, however, of also
identifying and supporting clean up projects that would improve the use
of California’s limited water resources. We have been wo~:ing with
staff of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(Metropolitan) and other local water agencies for more than three years
to evaluate and work out potential arrangements for a joi~ clean-
up/conjunctive use project.

I believe that we are in agreement on most aspects of the cleanup.
In the remainder of this letter, we wish to explain the rationale for
our position and respond to your comments on the involvement of
Metropolitan and the size of the proposed project.
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~nvolvement of MetroDolltan Water_Distriot

In the formal Superfund feasibility study prepared for the Baldwin
Park Operable Unit, we evaluate four clean up options (i.e.,
"Alternatives"). Alternatives One and Two assume distribution of
treated water to local water purveyors; Alternatives Three and Four
"provide a conjunctive use element" (i.e., assume the distribution of
treated water to Metropolitan).

EPA’s Proposed Plan incorporates elements of each of ~ese
Alternatives, including the potential forconjunctive use. (Your letter
mistakenly asserts that EPA’s proposal is identical to Alternative
One). EPA’s Proposed Plan recommends that treated water be distributed
to any one or a combination of six water purveyors, including
Metropolitan. (See pages 7 and Ii of Proposed Plan.) Our ]proposal
does not specify Metropolitan or any other single purveyor as the one
and only recipient of treated water, because of the many unresolved
cost and institutional issues that make it uncertain whether
Metropolitan involvement would in fact reduce costs or speed clean up.
We believe that it would be unwise for EPA to commit to distributing
water only to Metropolitan or any other recipient at this time.

Metropolitan involvement does offer potential advantages to the
Baldwin Park Operable Unit such as their expertise in building and
operating large water supply projects and the benefits associated with
providing consumers throughout Southern California with a new source of
water during peak demand periods.

EPA would in fact wholeheartedly support Metropolitan involvement
if it would decrease the cost of the project and reduce institutional
barriers. Unfortunately, neither advantage has been demonstrated.
Metropolitan is attempting to better define project costs ~Lnd resolve
institutional issues, but there remains the risk that Metropolitan
involvement could increase the cost or delay implementation of the
project. The impacts of Metropolitan involvement on project cost and
institutional complexity are discussed further below. Issues
associated with Metropolitan involvement are described in more detail
in the Proposed Plan and Feasibility Study.

Metronol~taD Funding Contribution

Your letter presumes that one-half of the cost of a project in
which Metropolitan is involved would be funded in part by ]Metropolitan
and in part by a Federal appropriation authorized by Public Law 102-
575. You use this assumption to conclude that a project in which
Metropolitan is involved would be less expensive than one in which they
are not involved. Our understanding differs. Metropolitan staff have
stated their intent only to fund "enhancement costs." ErLhancement
costs are costs in excess of the costs of clean up due solely to
Metropolitan’s water supply requirements (e.g., additional pipelines or
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pumping stations needed to deliver water to Metropolitan’s existing
facilities, additional treatment costs resulting from imposition of
treatment requirements exceeding Federal and State standards).
Metropolitan has committed significant resources to studying the
feasibility of a conjunctive use project, and to Securing outside
sources of funding to pay for construction of a project, but to date,
Metropolitan has not provided any commitment to fund clean up costs.

In addition, our understanding is that any funding from P.L. 102-
57!5 would reduce Metropolltan’s contribution and Dg~ offset either EPA
or Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) funding. Our conclusion is that
thecosts borne by EPA or the local business community would not change
whether or not Metropolitan is involved. Please let us know if our
understanding is incorrect.

;_~stltut~en~l C0mDlexlty A~Soclated with MetropoAitan ~nvolyement

As described in more detail in the Feasibility Study, there are
other potentialcomplications associated with supplying water to
M~tropolitan that could delay clean up. They include the need for an
a~reement to store and export water in and from the Basin, Metropolitan
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, and
Metropolitan concerns about liability resulting from involvement at a
Federal Superfund Site. Perhaps the most significant complication is
that Metropolitan can benefit from receiving treated water only during
the spring and summer peak demand months (probablyMay to September,
but the actual timing would vary year to year). If treated water is
supplied to Metropolitan for use only during peak periods, it would be
necessary to develop arrangements to supply treated water to one or
more secondary recipients during fall and winter offpeak months. EPA
and Metropolitan are investigating the feasibility of such
arrangements, but they remain uncertain.

Pro~ect Size

In your letter, you recommend that EPA select the larger project
evaluated in Alternatives Three and Four, rather than the project
evaluated in Alternative One. Alternatives Three and Four evaluate a
project involving the extraction and treatment of contaminated
groundwater from three areas (the upper, middle, and lower areas);
Alternative One evaluates a project involving the extraction and
treatment of contaminated groundwater from two areas (the upper and
lower areas).    Alternatives Two and Three would result in extraction
of approximately 29,000 gallons per minute (gpm); Alternative One would
result in extraction of approximately 19,000 gpm.

Our decision to propose a 19,000 gpm project, rather than a 29,000
gpm project, is due primarily to uncertainty about the benefits of
extracting in a third area (the "middle area"). Additional extraction
in the middle area would more rapidly reduce contaminant concentrations
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in portions of the San Gabriel Basin aquifer, but by an unknown amount.
Our ability to quantify the benefits of additional pumping is limited
byuncertainty in the precise extent of contamination, in t2te relative
masses of contamination in differentportions of the aquifer, and in
the presence of preferentialflow pathways and other local-scale
aquifer phenomena that will affect the time required for clean up. Our
decision to propose extraction in two rather than three areas reflects
these physical uncertainties, the cost of the proposed clean up, and
the fact that EPA’s proposal is an interim action which may be
supplemented in the future. A secondary reason for proposing 19,000
gpm rather than 29,000 gpm is the addedcomplexity of distributing an
additional 10,000 gpm of treated water.

We are still evaluating other comments on our proposal. Some
comr~ents call for the 29,000 gpm project, others call for a smaller
project of approximately 8,500 gpm. We should note that conjunctive
use remains an option in either a 19,000 gpm or 29,000 gpm project.

We thank you again for your continued support for the clean up of
the San Gabriel Basin. I hope that this letter addresses the concerns
expressed in your letter and better explains the rationale behind our
proposal.

Enclosed is a table summarizing comments submitted to EPA on the
Baldwin Park Operable Unit Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan, as you
requested in your letter of August 16, 1993. If I can be of further
assistance, please call me or my Congressional Liaison Officer, Sunny
~elson, at (415) 744-1562.

sincerely,

[original signed by]

John c. Wise
Acting Regional Administrator
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C...THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUB,.,TANCES
CONTROL ...

XI. Comments by The California Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTS)

DTS#I. "We concur with the United States Environmental Protection Agenc:y’s (US EPA)
sel,lcted rasedT. , .-

EPA Response: Comment noted.

DTS#2. DTSC does not believe that EPA’z proposed remedy will be Implemqsntsd in a
tlmel7 manner using the EPA’s "enforcement first" approach. Foresees operation of
EPX’s selected remedy no earlier then 199"/ and notes that by this time the
contamination in the lower zone could move almost three quarters of a *mile
downgradient. Recommends that EPA initiate investigations needed for remedial design
Imdependent of and concurrent with negotiations to speed project implementation°
Also recommends that EPA expand/augment the current Big Dalton Wellhead Treatment
Plant project to include the investigations, wells, and treatment facilities needed
for contninmmnt of the southern end of the zone of contamination.

EPA RespQq~e: Comments noted. EPA intends to initiate negotiations as
planned in 1994 and will consider steps to begin investigation work
needed for remedial design early in the negotiation process.

DTS#3. Asks that "flexibility [be] written into the Record of Decision (ROD) to Allow
alternative 3 or 4 (or a variation of these conjunctive ule alternatlv.s) to be
impleuaen£ed if the institutional arrangements can be completed so as not to dela~
project Implementatlon."

~_~: EPA’s Record of Decision includes flexibility to supply
treated water to purveyors for local use or export, or for recharge.

DTS#4 (submitted al comment la). In thll comment and the two subxequent comments,
DTSC ,rates its belief that "the objectives stated in appendix E for the groundwater
monitoring program do not adequately describe all the information needed for the
design, for monitoring of the effectiveness of the alternatives, or for determining
if aquifer restoration is feasible."

DTSC states the groundwater monitoring program should "provide accurate
determinations of ground water flow directions end seasonal variation of the flow
direction. This will include 1) characterization of both horlzonal and vertical
gradients within the OU area, 2) the extent of the capture zone around each
extraction well, 3) the effect of recharge in the nearby spreading grounds, and 4)
th, effect cf ground water production on the periphery of the operable unit
bolmdariss. Our concern is that the proposed monitoring system will not provide
accurate ground water level information due to the predominant use of production
wells with multiple screened intervals. Water levels fro~ these wells can be biased
b~ vertical gradients. The proposed Ronitoring system should be established by first
ewaluating the existing wells for their suitability baaed on screened interval and
presence of vertical gradients. We believe a much larger number of piezometer
clusters will be needed to accurately depict the ground water flow directions than
currently indicated in appendix Z."
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~A RespQ~: We agree that water level data should be collected to
allow for accurate determinations of horizontal and vertical gradients

in the vicinity of the remedial action. We agree that the data should
depict significant temporal variation in gradients and reflect any
effects of nearby recharge or pumping.

We recognize the limitation of production wells noted in your comment:
that water levels measured in production wells reflect average
pressures across the screened interval. Because relatively little
information in available to determine vertical gradients, we intend to
first sample existing wells and install and sample fifteen new
monitoring well clusters (we have increased the recommended number of
wells - see response teAS#58), which will provide information on the
magnitude of any vertical gradients. Xf significant vertical gradients
are detected in the new wells, complicating the interpretatlonof water
level data collected from production wells, we agree that additional
monitoring wells or piezometers may be needed to replace existing
wells.

DTS#5 (submitted as comment Ib). "Provide additional data on the properties of the
aquifer in the operable unit area. These data include depth of alluvium, llthologio
characterlsatlon, organic material content of the alluvium, and the hydraulic
ccnductivltT and storatiwity data obtained from pumping teats with obaarv&tion wells
or slug tests."           ~.

~A ResPonse: We agree that the monitoring program may include
measurements of hydraulic conductivity and other aquifer properties.
needed to more accurately simulate groundwater flow in the Baldwin Park
area. Additional flow modeling may be completed to refine extraction
rates and locations, and to evaluate the performance of the remedy
after installation. We are uncertain, however, of the intended use of
data on soil organic content or other properties that are typically
used to simulate contaminant transport, rather than groundwater flow.
We remain open to collecting additional data, however, if their use is
clarified.

DT.S#6 (lubmitteda, comment lo). "Provide additlonal data on the attenuation
mechanlamm which are affecting the rate of contaminant movement. ~[h[, would include
characterls&tion of l) the effect of =orption and dilution through the ule of tracer
st~dles with compounds which are not hlcdegradable, and have similar sorpti~e
properties aa %he volat£1e organic compound,, 2) the natural m~crobial populations in
the aqulfeE, and 3) the ltolchiometry of electron donors and accepters."

~J~A R~sDonse: As in the previous comment, we are uncertain of the
intended use of data that are typically used to simulate contaminant
transport, rather than groundwater flow. We remain open to collecting
additional data, however, if their use is clarified.

D~S#7 (subnltted as co~,,en% 2). "The proposed plan mentions the existing wellhead
treatment plants (W2Ps) bein~ operated by the Vallel County Water Diltrict and theLa
Puente Valley County WAter District. It doe, not however state that they will be
considered as part of the remedy. These existing treatment plants could form an
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~n%egral par~ the remedy and mRT provide considerable savings since "there i8 no need
for connecting piping to distribute treated water to the purTeyor80 At a mlnlmum, the
decla£on on whether to incorporate %base tree.ant plants in the remedy should be
baaed on an evaluation conducted during the remedial deslgnphasm~"

~?A Re.Dense: We agree with the comment. The contribution of existing
projects in the Baldwin Park area to EPA’s remedial objectives will be
determined during remedial design.

DTB#8 (submitted as comment 3). "The FS recommends extraction of grotmd water in the
upper 400-500 feet of the aquifer. Figure 3-9£ndlcates that high concentrations of
V~C°a are present between 400-600 feet deep in the aquifer. Extract~|n should be
conducted in the upper 600 fast,J a the aquifer. Extraction over a greater depth
Inte~al w£11 require increases extraction rates to achieve the =she capture .ones."

~A Response: We agree that high levels of contaminatlon may be
present across the upper 600 feet of the aquifer in portions of the OU
area° Extraction wells will need to capture water from across the
entire extent of high-level contamination, and the FS should have
stated that extraction would be necessary from the upper 400 to 600
feet of the aquifer. The preliminary extraction well configurations
included in the FS extend approximately 400 to 550 feet into the
aquifer, and their influence likely extends beyond the base of the
well. However, as stated in the Proposed Plan, actual extraction rates
will be determined during remedial design. At that time, additional

data will be available on the depth of contamination and the actual
extraction wells will be designed accordingly.

DTS#9 (submitted as comment 4). "On table 5.5t Cancer Slope Factors listed for
benzene, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, methylene chloride, and
tetrachloromthylene are less than the cancer slope factors listed bF the Callfoz~zls
Environmentml Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). The Cal EPA slope factors are ARARs
and shou/d be used in the toxiclty assessment. Regardlng croms-route extrapolatlon,
if onlT an oral RiD has been deterlnined for a chemical, as ¯ default, the oral RiD
should also be used for calculating risks via the inhalation and dermal routes of
ex~posur~."

~A Response: We have recalculated excess cancer risk using Cal EPA
slope factors. As presented in Table RS-2 included in this
Responsiveness Summary, the risk estimate does not change
significantly.
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WATER DISTRICTS, AND THE

XII. Comments by the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster (WM)

WM#Z0. The Main San Gabriel Basin Watnrmaster (Watermaster) states that "In general,
we concur with the concept described An the Proposed Plan includlng %/,e use of
oxl.sting walls for extraction and treatment, and the use of treated water to supply
drinking water to the Basin residents [rather than recharge] ." Waten~ster offers to
work with EPA tO locate extraction and monitoring walls, and to make nrrangements for
4Liltribution of treated water. Watermaster also notes that a portion of the
Watermaster "£’echnical Plan for Basin Ground-Water Cleanup closelT resembles SPAts
Proposed Plan.

EPA Response: Comments noted.

XIII. Comments by Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California (MWD)

~I. "Metropolitan supports your efforts to address contamination in that area’m
vital groundwater supply. However, the Proposed Plan fails to recognize the
importance of preserving the Main San Gabriel Basin (Basin) as a natural public
resource..., [and] fails to include cleanup efforts or a conjunctive use element that
Could op~imime the Oasln’s storage potential. Metropolitan, in short., is
disappointed ~hat your preferred remedial alternative is local pulp-and-treat
fa(;I/itles with the single objective of controlling migration."

EPA Response: EPA believes that its remedy does reflect t~e importance
of the San Gabriel Basin as a resource for present and future residents
and businesses in the Valley. See Response B for supplemental
information on the rationale for the scope and size of EPA’s remedy.
We believe that the characterization of EPA’s proposed remedy as
"local" and "single-objective" is misleading. We presume that the word
"local" refers to the disposition of treated water from the remedy.
EPA’s proposal, and the Record of Decision, both allow treated water to

be distributed locally or to be exported from the Basinby
Metropolitan. EPA’s actions in no way preclude or favor either option.

The comment appear~ to express disappointment that EPA is not
prescriptive in requiring treated water to be exported by Metropolitan.

See Response D for a discussion of reasons that EPA ha~ not specified
Metropolitan as the recipient of the treated water.
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We also wish to emphasize that the objectives of EPA’s remedy are to
limit migration and to remove contaminant mass from the acF~ifer (see
page i-6).

22. Metropolitan’a l~ata the benefits of a conjunctive use project:

a) provide oleanimpoz~edwater tat he basin;
b) reliably treat contaminated groundwater to drinking water standards that ere
stricter than the State end Federal requirements;
¢) impmove water 8upplT rellah£11tT fOr the region;
d) assure beneficial use of the treated groundwater year round, even when lo~al
purveyors are not able to use the water.

EPA Response: We note that benefits b) and d) are speculative.
Metropolitan hasstated that if it participates in the remedy it may

wish to reduce contaminant concentration to below Federal or State
standards, but has not committed to this action (item b). Nor has
Metropolitan explained in detail the conditions that would need to be
met, particularly the costs, to assure beneficial use of the water
year-round (item d).

MWD#3. Metropolitan notes that EPA’$ proposed remedy Is "down-slzed" in relation to
remedial alter~atives under consideration early in the RZ/F5 process. Asserts that a
larger 100 million gallons l~r day project (four times the alze of EPA’s proposal)
would "optlmlse" the amount of contaminant removal.

~’A ResDonse: As described in the FS (page 11-2), EPA initially
studied but screened out larger projects. Projects larger than
proposed by EPA would increase, but not "optimize," the amount of

contamination removed.

MWD4~d. ~xgueJ that EPA’s propoeal will not estlefy EPX’e resedial objectives bF
failing to reduce VOC concentrations in the lower area "to the maxim,,- extent
po:ssible" or prevent future increases. Notea that "VOCe will continue to migrate
f~)m the middle area into the lower area, thus increasing the concentrations in the
lolqer area" and that proJscta larger than proposed by EPA are feasible.

EP~ ResPonse: Commentor is correct that EPA’s proposal will not
completely stop contaminant migration throughout the area of
contamination. No realistic proposal, whether it included pumping in
two, three, or more subareas, can stop all migration. We agree that

projects larger than proposed by EPA are feasible, but do not warrant
selection at this time. See Response B for additional discussion of

the benefits and limitations of EPA’s remedy.

MWD#5. Expresses concern that air 8trlpplng will not reliably remove 1,2-
dlchloroethane (I,2 DCA) from groundwater. Notes that staff at the Cnllfor~la
Department of Health Services, Office of Drinking Water (DRS-ODW) have indicated that
a l/quid phase granular activated carbon treatment process may be required if the
influent water is expected to contain organic compounds with low Honry"s constants,
such as 1,2 DCA.

EPA Response: EPA agrees that air stripping may not be the preferred
technology for all or part of the remedy, particularly if individual
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"wellhead" treatment facilities are installed at locations where
contaminants that are resistant to air stripping are present at
re].ativelyhigh concentrations. Final decisions on treatment
technology will be made during remedial design, in cooperation with the
Department of Health Services. The suitability of air stripping
depends on future contaminant concentrations, treatment configuration
(i.e., whether groundwater from multiple extraction locations is
blended at centralized treatment facilities), siting limitations, and
other factors.

NWD#6. Metropolitan expresses dissatisfaction that the proposed Plan "does not
address the issue of nitrate concentration, which over the llfe of the project will
exceed maximum contaminant levels and require treatment."

EPA ResPonse: EPA anticipates that nitrate levels at one ,Dr more
extraction locations may exceed the Maximum Contaminant Level during
the life of the project. The need for treatment, and its timing if
needed is, however, difficult to predict. It depends on future
contaminant concentrations at extraction locations, the extent to which
groundwater from multiple extraction locations is blended at
centralized treatment facilities, the use of the treated water, and,
for some uses, the ability to blend high-nitrate water with low-nitrate
water to meet the nitrate standard.

MWD#7. Believes that "assumptions used in selecting the treatment processes and
extraction rates...have led to low capital end operation end maintenance cost
eatimates..[and that] this could lead to insufficient land a=qulsltion and
inefficient use of public funds therefore jeopardizing the ultlmate success of the
project. Metropolitan believes that liquid granular activated carbon end ion
exchange, or an alternative strategy for nitrate control, should be included in the
©OS’t estlmates."

EPA ResDonse: Commentor does not explain how assumptions used in
selecting the extraction rates may have led to low cost estimates.
Co~entor expresses the concern that the remedy may require additional
treatment beyond that assumed in the FS, but as noted in ~e FS and in
the previous two responses, the need for supplemental VOC or nitrate
treatment is difficult to predict. EPA therefore chose not to include
the costs of supplemental treatment in its costs estimates. We note
that EPA’s cost estimates include an added 35% for "scope" and "bid"
contingencies - i.e., to account for the risk of higher than expected
labor or material costs and other factors that may increase costs.
Furthermore, EPA’s goal in estimating costs in a Superfund feasibility
study is that the true cost be no more than 50% higher or 30% lower
than EPA’s estimate. We believe that our estimates meet tlhis goal.

MWD#8. Notes that "Metropolltan’a Board has supported, ~n concept, providing 25
percent cost sharing for ¯ conjunctive USe cleanup project to cover the water supplI
benefits resulting from the more stringent drinking water objectives ,~nd increased
surface pumping costs required to convey treated water to Metropolitan’m distribution
system. In addition, Metropolitan has successfully worked with member agencies,
Congressmen Eat.ban To~res, and others to secure 25 percent federal cost sharing from
the Bureau of Reclamation for the conjunctive use project. Claims thet EPA has
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Jeopardiaed Metropolitan’s involvement and the potential for other federal funding
for a conjuncti.e use project."

~2~qIl~_~: As the comment notes, any funding contributed by
Metropolitan would be earmarked first for "enhancement costs" resulting
from more stringent or more expensive requirements resulting from
Metropolitan involvement. The magnitude of any Metropolitan financial
contribution in excess of these enhancement costs (i.e., funding that
weald reduce EPA or PRP costs) remains uncertain.    Also see response
to Tor#1 and Response D.

MWD#9. "Metropolitan requires a commitment from EPA to undertake a cooporatlva
conjunctive use project of approx£~ateIT 25-30 mgd capacity."

E~A ResPonse: EPA is committed to a project of approximately 27 MGD.
As noted in the Proposed Plan and in response to comment MWD#1,
however, EPA does not believe it is prudent at this time to commit to
supply all or part of the treated water to Metropolitan.

O

XIV. Comments by Southern California Water Company (SoC)

SOC#1. "Southern California Water Company is �oncernmd about being chargad,
indlrecEIy, for a project that ~y be 8hort-llved."

YJ?A R~sDonse: See response to comment SOC#4 below.

SOC#2. Ha8 a source of funding, o~h~r tb~n wa~er ravenuel, been =ecur¢td?

EPA Response: As stated in the Proposed Plan, EPA intends to negotiate
with San Gabriel Valley property owners and businesses responsible for
the contamination to secure funding for the construction and operation
of the selected project. The only water revenues that are expected to
be used to fund the project are payments by water companies that agree
to accept and distribute treated water. The payments would offset any
water company savings resulting from not using other sources of water.

SOC#3. "Is there say guarantee that the "plume" of contamination will still be in the
s~e location at the tim. the proposed water treatment facilitl ia placed into
service?"

F~’~ Response: There is no absolute guarantee that contaminant
concentrations will not change at any given location with time. The
likelihood of changes is perhaps highest along the periphery of the
plume or plumes of contamination (e.g., at the covina Irrigating
Company wells). EPA has, however, proposed extraction ~t or near
locations that have shown high, sustained levels of contamination, in
most cases for over a decade. Investigation work has also confirmed
the presence of significant continuing subsurface sources of
contamination that will continue to contribute to the need for
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groundwater treatment for years to come. EPA believes that: there is
little likelihood that contaminant concentrations will rapidly decrease
at these locations.

SoC#4. "If the financial "life" of the proposed pro~ect is 30 to 40 years, who
continues to paF for a project which maT no longer be needed, i.e. if "the
contaminated "plume" moves beyond the proposed groundwater extraction facilities?-

EPA Response: No one will pay; the project will be shut down after it
is :no longer needed. We believe it is highly unlikely that the plume
or ]plumes will move beyond the proposed extraction facilities in the
near future, see response to SOC#3.

see#5. -Is EPA aware that approximatelT 60% of the entire population of the san
Gabriel Valley is served by p~iv~t~ water utilities, manI of which are regulated b¥
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)?"

EPA ResDoDs@: EPA is aware that some companies affected ~{
contamination in the Baldwin Park area are private, investor-owned
utilities. EPA staff have consulted regularly with these companies
about its clean up plans.

5OC#6. "Will EPA agree to seek CPUC "approval" of the proposed project, P~ior to
aw&rding any construction contracts?"

EPA Response:    EPA will not seek CPUC approval of its proposed
project. EPA will, however, work with the CPUC to facilitate water
utility participation if private water utilities need to consult with
or obtain approval from the CPUC before accepting treated ,water from
EPA’s selected remedy.

SOC#7. "Has EPA given Serious consideration to the water utilities" response to
gro,mdwater contamination cleanup, i.e0 individual well-head treatment; units,
designed to be moved to an alternate site, as the need arises?"

EPA Response:    Yes, EPA has considered plans by water utilities in
foz~ulating its proposal. EPA is aware of treatment facilities in
operation or planned for Valley County Water District’s Arrow/Lante,
Main, and Big Dalton wells, La Puente Valley County Water Districts
wells, and San Gabriel Valley Water Company’s B6 wells. Continued
operation of some of these facilities may offset a portion of the
extraction and treatment called for in EPA’s proposal, but EPA does not
believe that extraction at these facilities is sufficient to meet its
remedial objectives.

gee#8. "How will EPA pump from baeln and keep bash operated/managed properly?"

EPA Response:    EPA does not plan to increase its involyement in the
operation or management of the basin beyond the efforts needed to
implement its selected remedy. We expect all increases or decreases in
the extraction, transport, or recharge of the basin’s wat~ resources
to be consistent with the Alhambra Judgment.
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8oC#9, "How will this affect operatlon of nearby wells of other producers~"

5~A Response: EPA or Peps may attempt to reach agreements with water
purveyors for use of inactive wells or the continued operation of
active wells whose operation contributes to EPA’s remedial objectives.
Extraction at new wells may also cause limited drawdown at existing
wells, but there are few active water supply wells in the vicinity of
likely extraction locations and the magnitude of any effects are
expected to be small.

~c#1o. -Is plant capable of handling proposed Arsenic regulations7 Is cost estimate
reasonable, addressing increases in operation due to regulations?"

EPA Response: EPA does not anticipate treating groundwater for arsenic,
unless doing so allowed the water to be distributed more cheaply than
would otherwise be possible. If water is supplied to purveyors, water
producers will be expected to pay for any treatment that would be
required in the absence of the VOC contamination.

~pc#11. "Please let me know what EPA’s timetable is..."

~]?A Re,Donee: EPA expects to begin formal negotiations with PEPS for
design, construction, and operation of its selected remedy’ in Spring
1994.

XV. Comments by Three Valleys Municipal Water District (TV)

TV#1. Co--enter "support[s] the EPA’s efforts to address contamLnation in this key
water suppI¥ source."

F~PA ResPonse: Comment noted.

TV#2. Commentor believes that EPA’s "/mplled position" is that Instlt~Ltlonal issues
as soclated with distributing water to local purveyors or exporting water from the San
Gabriel Basin are insurmountable. Commentor d~sagrees with this position,
emphaslxing that Metropolitan Water District and other agencies have begun
dilJcussions to resolve various institutional issues. Commentor recommends "that the
rej~ort should weigh scientific evidence more heawllF than Institutional issues in
ar~clwlng at its preference for action."

EP~.Response: Commentor incorrectly ¯infers EPA’s position. EPA does
not believe that institutional issues associated with dist~ibuting
water are insurmountable, but does believe that institutional issues
should be considered in selecting the remedy. During the :last several
years, EPA has led efforts to identify and resolve institutional issues
associated with distributing large amounts of treated water in the
Azusa/Irwindale/Baldwin Park area. EPA has worked with Metropolitan
Water District, Watermaster, staff of your Water District, other local
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agencies, and individual water companies to identify potential amounts
and delivery locations for treated water. Section 9 and Appendix D
describe the results of EPA’s discusslonsand evaluations.

TV#3. Comntor notes th&tEPA refers to the 29,000 91~aoptlon as "optimal" and
believes that-EPA has not adequatelT evaluated the proposed zg,o00-~L opt&on.
tom, enter a|ket "o.. is there any difference in benefit between either of the
29,000-g~aoptionsandthe 19,000-gpm option?"

EP~5_F~Z~3~: See response to AH#1 and Response D.

TV#t. ~uentorbelLevou that if EPA could be nero opt/Jletic tbout thoresolutlon of
inntltutional issues, and would propose extraction and treatment of 29,000 gpm
(rather than Ig,000 gpm), it "would have boosted the probability of resolving the
institutional Immuem, instead of undermining the efforts already undes~a¥ by MWD and
others." Finally, commentor urges EPA end other agencies to proceed ~rithout delay to
implement the most e~peditiou8 end technlcalI¥ mound remedial alternative.

EP;~_P~I£~9~: EPA does not believe that it has "undermined" efforts by
Metropolitan or others. EPA believes that its responsibility is to
identify both advantages and disadvantages of working with Metropolitan
and other project alternatives, and to work¯ to identify and implement
the most effective, mosteasily implemented, most widely supported, and
least cost alternative.
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)WI. Comments by Advanced Environmental Controls
C, onsulting and Engineering Services

AEC#1o Commentor believes thatt "overall, the EPA’s approach is a reasonable
one [although] more clarification is necessary on the liability and financial
iSSUBS, u

EPA ReSpoDse: Comment noted.

AEC#2. "HOW is the EPA planning on narrowing down the list of Potentially
Responsible Parties ("PRPs") that will be financially accountable for the
cleanup of the Basin~"

~PAResDonse: EPA is evaluating information on chemical usage
and handling, type of industrial operation, length of occupancy,
and presence of soil, soil gas, and groundwater contamination to
identify contributors to the groundwater contamination. EPA will
attempt to reach an agreement with contributors to the
groundwater contamination to finance the cleanup.

AEC#3. "Since thousands of businesses are thought to have used chemicals that
could have caused the groundwater contamination, who is responsible and to
what degree is the company financially responsible?"

Y~PA ResDQnse: Hundreds or thousands of businesses may have used
the chemicals found in the groundwater, but only a fraction of
these businesses appear to be significant contributors to the
groundwater contamination. EPA expects to identify these
companies in spring 1994. Also see response to AEC#2 and AEC#4.

ARC#4. "Will facilities with deminimua concentrations of VOCs, 1,1,1-
trichloroethane, methylene chloride, and total petroleum hydrocarbon in onsito
soil samples be expected to contribute to the cleanup? Where will the EPA draw
the line for whether or not a facility is flnancla11¥ responsible? Is there
any way to have a facility removed from the PRP llst based on Contamination
Soll ReportsT"

E_~ARespon~e: EPA has not completed its evaluation of
Potentially Responsible Parties; EPA expects to complete its
evaluation in early1994. The evaluation will include a review

of facilities eligible for de minimis settlements. We anticipate
that some facilities initially identified as possible
contributors through General Notice of Liability letters may be
eligible for de minimis settlements.

AEC#5° "Will the EPA consider Phase I and Phase II Environmental Site
Aa~essments to evaluate the potential of site contaminetlon due to’on-site and
neighboring sources from either past or present land usa activities? Since
soil contam£natlon was first discovered An the Basin /n 1979, hlatorical
Information is important to determine the extent of the liability and who is
responsible for the contamination."
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EPA Response: EPA will consider current and historical
information in its efforts to identify contributors to the
gro,undwater contamination.

AEC#6. "What percentage of the cleanup will consumers h,ve %0 contrlbute? Will
it be $20per year per household maximum ralsed from the san Gabriel BaEin
Water Quality Authority?"

EPIC: EPA does not plan to ask consumers to directly pay
for any portion of the cleanup.

AEC#7. "What percentage of the $7.5 billion superfund will be allocate~ as ¯
Io~i grantor for qualified businesses?"

EPA Response: Section 111 of CERCLA authorizes use of the
Superfund trust fund for payment of selected governmental
response costs and for other purposes. Section IIi does not
authorize use of the trust fund for your proposed purpose.

REc#8. "In some areas within the basin, the water table is at ¯ depth of 20 to
30 feet. Several companies will have soil contamination due to the
con1~unlnation travelling onslte from nearby facilities. How is the EPA going
to address thl8 issue?"

EPA ResPonse: EPA considers all information relevant to the
identification of sources of contamination, including any
information that suggests that contamination detected at or
beneath a facility originates from adjacent facilities or
properties. Relevant information includes present and past
chemical usage and handling at the facility of interest and at
neighboring facilities, and contaminant concentration gradients
observed in soil gas, soil, and groundwater (i.e., spatial and
temporal patterns of contamination).

Depth to groundwater in the Azusa/Irwindale/Baldwin Park area is
typically one hundred to three hundred feet.

AEC#9. "Is the EPA planning on i~plementing soil standards’and threshold
values for companies to determine the degree of contamination?"

EPA ~espo~e: EPA is carrying out literature reviews,
evaluations of methodologies used at other Superfund sites,
con~uter modeling, and other activities to help refine soil
contamination "action levels" and cleanup goals. These
activities are separate from the Baldwin Park Operable Unit and
will not be included in the Baldwin Park Operable Unit Record of
Decision.

AEC#10. "Since bank. end lending companies will not issue loans for cleaning
up ¢ontauu£nated waste, how are the PRP| suppose to pay for the cleanup.? Either
new regulations or reorganization of the financing structure lust ~e
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iIplelentod to insure proper cleanup, protoc~ human health, and contain the
contanlnation from spreading out of the site area."

~: EPA will use authority provided by CERCLA 1:o
evaluate the ability of responsible parties to pay for cleanup,
as well as consider other financing mechanisms allowed by law.

~EC#11. "After reviewing the Baldwin Park operable Unit Feasibility Study
Report, the actual costs could easily exceed the projected budget cost of $47
million to build the treatment facilities and $4 m/ll£on maintenance and
operating costs. What cost containment strategies will be used to asa~.*re that
the costs remain at or below these projected levelsT"

~PA Response: EPA’s goal in a feasibility study is for the true
cost to be no more than 50% greater or 30% less than the
estimated cost. We note that EPA’s cost estimate of $47 million
in capital costs already includes an added 35% to account for
unforeseen factors that may increase costs. If EPA funds the
project, EPA will use sound engineering and construction
principles to ensure that the remedy is properly designed and
bttilt at reasonable cost.

XVII. Comments by Aerojet Gencorp

Aerojet Gencorp (Aerojet) submitted three sets of comments
Jointly with Azusa Land Reclamation (ALR) during the public
comment period:

o "Review Comments, Baldwin Park Operable Unit Feasibility
Study Report, April 2, 1993"
o "Review Comments, Proposed Plan, May 1993, Baldwin Park
Operable Unit"
o "Proposal for Technical Modifications Optimization of U.S.
EPA Region IX subarea 1 Proposed Project, Baldwin Park
Operable Unit," August 12, 1993

Aerojet also submitted:

o an 18 page letter with "general comments on and legal
analysis of the Baldwin Park OU FS and Proposed Plan," dated
AUgust 10, 1993, and
o two videotapes titled "Aerojet Submission of Nicholas
Pogencheff Testimony, August 4, 1993 [Edlted]."

Finally, Aerojet/ALR jointly submitted an addendum to their
,Proposal for Technical Modifications Optimization of U.S. EPA
Region IX Subarea 1 Proposed Project, Baldwin Park Operable Unit"
dated November 29, 1993. The Oil and Solvent Process Company
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(OSCO) also joined in these comments, which were submitted after
the close of the formal public comment period.

Many of these sets of comments are internally redundant and
duplicate each other; in some cases the same comment is presented
10 to 15 times. We present detailed responses to the most
detailed set of Aerojet/ALR comments, which are the "Review
Comments, Baldwin Park Operable Unit Feasibility StudyRe~)rt,
April 2, 1993," followed by briefer responses to the other Sets
of comments.

XV][I.1. Response to "Review Comments, Baldwin Park Operable Unit
Feasibility Study Report, April 2, 1993"

General Comments (pp. 1-7)

AJ#1. Aerojet criticizes EPA’s Propo=ed Plan as baaed on ¯ "preponderance of
assumptions and simplifications"; as not technically defensible or effective;
not aupportedby adequate water quality or hydrogeological data; am
unjustified without a higher level of detailed technical analymla; as ~baeed on
inadequate modeling; promising exaggerated or unsubstantiated benefits; am
inconsistent with acceptable engineering pro=,ices and principles; as
incon=letent with the National Contlngenc¥ Plan; and as schedule- rather than
exposure-driven. AeroJet asserts that there is a substantial risk that
implementatlon of the remedy will damage the groundwater resource and increase
the time and cost required for remedlmtlon. Finally, AeroJet ¢onolude,s that
the remedy should be limited to wellhead treatment at existing production
wells, and the removal of chemicals from groundwater at identified "hot spot"
er~a.

EPA Response: We do not believe that any of these complaints,
criticisms, or assertions warrant a ch~ngein the proposed
rem~edy, We summarize our response to these general comments
here. Here detailed responses follow to more than 250 specific
comments that repeat the same complaints, criticisms, and
assertions.

- Adequate hydrogeologic and contaminant data ~ currently
available to select an appropriate response action. See
Response F.

- Assertions that EPA’s proposal does not address a portion
of the aquifer exhibiting the highest concentrations of
chemicals in groundwater are incorrect (the Wynn Oil well).
EPA’s proposed extraction and treatment in the upper area
will address contamination detected at the Wynn oil
monitoring well in a cost-effective manner. See Response B.

- Speculation that the plumes in Subarea 3 have stabilized
or reached equilibrium, and arguments that additional study
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is needed to justify remedial action in Subarea 3, arch based
on misinterpretations of data (e.g., mistakenly alleging
oscillation and retraction of the plumes) and failure to
consider site-specific evidence warranting action (e.g.,
increasing trends in contaminant concentrations). See
Response A for a detailed explanation of the need for action
in Subarea 3.

- Assertions that EPA’s modeling efforts did not or cannot
account for effects of pumping, recharge, or other local-
scale details are incorrect. Computer simulations completed
by EPA account for recharge and pumping in the Baldwin Park
area, including at the Santa Fe Spreading Grounds and the
Arrow/Lante well cluster/wellhead treatment facility. The
statement by EPA that its CFEST model "cannot discern local-
scale effects" refers to the limitation of the model to
predict the exact location of a cone of depression of a
pumping well or the impact of other perturbations on local
water levels. This limitation results in part because the
"nodes" in EPA’s model do not always coincide with actual
pumping locations. This limitation does not, however,
affect the accuracy of predictions of the regional impact of
existing or new extraction or recharge locations (e.g., the
results presented in Figures 7-4 to 7-8) or significantly
affect EPA’s recommended extraction rates or locations. See
response to comments Aj#I43, Aj#144, and Response C.

- Assertions that EPA did not examine the potential remedial
effects of recharge, and did not consider the effects of
existing wells/wellhead treatment, are incorrect. See
responses to comments Aj#145 and Aj~I79.

- The assertion that EPA’s proposed remedy will damage the
groundwater resource is unfounded. Aerojet/ALR correctly
point out that EPA’s proposed remedy will allow more highly
contaminated groundwater located north of the 210 freeway to
spread into less contaminated areas, but fail to explain
that the movement of more highly contaminated groundwater
into less contaminated areas on its way to being drawT, into
extraction wells is a common limitation of groundwater
cleanups, particularly when the area of contamination is
large as in the Baldwin Park area. See Response B for
additional details.

- Ignorlng more than ten years of investigation efforts that
began in earnest with EPA’s SupplementalSampling Program in
1985, Aerojet claims that EPA is moving too quickly to
implement a remedy in theBaldwin Park area. Aerojet
asserts that EPA’s actions are schedule-driven rather than
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exposure-driven. More often, EPA has been criticized for
moving too slowly, for studying rather than cleaning up the
contamina£ion.

Appendix (p~_1-32)

&J#2. "Figure I-2 presents a nisletding representation of the extent of
groundw&ter contamination bT VOCs. Contaminant con=entratlon contourJ~g at ¯
smiLller scale shows 8opar&te and distinct plumes in the Baldwin Park Area. In
addition, the composite nature of £ha map ¯rtiflci&lIy in¯tease8 the extent of
contamination by ~ncludlng isolated occurrences of chemicals (CTC) un1:olated

¯ to the pri~arr source chemicals (PCE end TCE)o A response action based on
this representation of conteunLnant dlltrlbution wall not efficiently aohieve
st¯ted project ohJeative=."

~PA Response: We agree that the illustrated area of
contamination may include, or at one time may have included,
separate and distinct plumes. We disagree, however, with the
assertion that EPA’s decision not to show individual plumes
results in a "misleading representation." As its title
indicates, the purpose of Figure 1-2 is to show "Approxim~Lte
Areas of Groundwater Contamination in the San Gabriel Basin." We
further state that the Figure shows "only regional variability in
contamination" (page 1-3) and a "simplified, smoothed" depiction
of the extent of contamination" (page 3-9). Its purpose is
to show the precise locations of sources of contamination, nor to
conclusively show whether the areas of contamination consist of
one, two, or ten distinct plumes.

We disagree with the comment that the composite nature of the map
artificially increases the extent of contamination. We see no
reason to arbitrarily exclude from the Figure or give less
attention to portions of the aquifer contaminated with carbon
tetrachloride (CTC) above Federal or State drinking water
standards.    The remedial objectives of the Baldwin Park Operable
Unit are to address the presence of all of the volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) in the groundwater, not just the most prevalent
contaminants TCE and PCE.

Limitations of the data available to prepare Figure 1-2, and
guidelines to assist in its interpretation, are described in the
caption on page 1-3 and in great detail on pages 3-9 through 3-
23. The Figure is misleading only if interpreted in ways
explicitly discouraged.

We agree with commentor that response actions should be based on
an understanding and evaluation of raw or actual water quality
and hydrogeological data; not on the interpreted representation
provided in Figure i-2 or any other figure.
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E~% Response: We agree that containment is needed in source
areas; the primary objective of groundwater extraction in Subarea
1 is source control. See Response B for a more detailed
explanation of EPA’s rationale for proposing groundwater
extraction and treatment in both Subareas i and 3.

AJ#4. "It is misleading for the U.S. EPA to imply that implementation of the
interim operable unit response action based on currently available data and
interpretations will accomplish the stated objectives. Due to the aigniflcant
h~drogeologic and water quality data deficiencies in the OU, there i8 serious
risk that implementation o£ a premature response action would result in
further damage to the groundwater resource and increase the time and cost
required for affectlve remedlatlon."

EPA ResPonse: We disagree. The evaluations completed as part of
the feasibility study indicate that EPA’s selected remedy~ill
Dg~ result in the types of negative impacts listed in the
comment. This comment does not identify any specific data
deficiencies; see Response F for a detailed response to
assertions that EPA’s proposal is not supported by adequate data
or technical analysis.

lJ#5. "There is no description of "the limitations of wellhead treatment" in
Section 6.1 as indicated. The only mention of wellhead treatment f$ in Table
6-2 where the few sentences in Section 1.2 are re-stated, Please elaborate."

Te)~ included in Table 6-2 describes wellhead treatment as
extracting groundwater and installing treatment only as needed to
meet water supply needs.

The limitations of wellhead treatment are that, if left to
themselves, well owners are likely to install treatment only at
wells with contaminant concentrations just at or above Federal or
State drir~king water standards - five micrograms per liter (ug/1)
for PCE and TCE; one-half ug/l for carbon tetrachloride. EPA’s
proposal calls for extraction of groundwater from areas where
contaminant concentrations are higher: tens, hundreds, or
thousands of micrograms per liter. Well owners are unlikely to
install treatment and operate wells that are located in highly
contaminated areas without EPA or other external involvement. In
the FS, EPA therefore screened out wellhead treatment because it
was incapable of fully satisfying EPA’s remedial objectives.

There are existing wells in the Baldwin Park area where treatment
has been installed or is planned. EPA expects that installation
and operation of treatment at existing wells will contribute to,
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bUt not fully satisfy, EPA’s remedial objectives for the BaLldwin
Park area.

AJ#6. "Since thoLKRWQCB ks focusing on surface source control and vadoxe zone
characterization, EPA is left with very little groundwater data to
characterize the upgradient portion of the plume. There were only th~e
~nltoring wells in the entire OU prior to 1991."

EPA_~: As of September 1992, the date on which data were

last reviewed during preparation of the Baldwin Park Operable
Unit Feasibility Study, water quality data were available from
approximately 22 monitoring wells installed in the Baldwin Park
area. The well numbers are: VIOAMMWI, VIOVCMWI, VIOVCMW2,

V10VCMW3, WIONCMWI, WIIAZW01, WIIAZW02, WIIAZW03, WIIAZW05,
WIIAZW06, WIlAZW08, WIIAZW09, V10CAMWI, WIOWOMWI, VIOPIEWI,
EP~MW611-619, EPAMW5101-5113, OSCOMWI, OSCOMW2, OSCOMW3, OSCOMW4,
OSCOMWS. All but one or two of these wells are located in the
upgradient portion of the plume. Commentor in fact notes t~e
existence of slightly "less than 25[monitoring wells]" in
comment AJ#15. Additional data were obtained from water supply

wells in the area.

The comment that only three monitoring wells were available in

1990 is misleading, since EPA’s analysis is based on data through
September 1992. Furthermore, the comment is incorrect. As of
December 31, 1990, at least eight of the 22 listed wells had been
installed:    VIOAMMWI, VlOVCMWI, VlOVCMW2, VlOVCMW3, WIIAZW01,
WIIAZW02, WIIAZW03, VIOCAMWI.

AJ#7. "It is st¯ted that a purpose of the OUFS is "to evaluate remedial
alternatlvea in sufficient detail to allow for the identification of ¯
preferred remedial alternative. This study provides inform¯tlon that will be
used in, but does not describe the results of, the declxion-maklng process."
In order for the public to conduct ¯n independent ev¯lu¯tlon of the ou~s, it
is i~portsnt that EPA delcribe the declwlon-making process which led to
development of the alternatives considered in the oUF8. The deEcription of
thlm process in greater detail, is neceaEary to establish that a prop0r range
of alternatives has been evaluated."

~PA Response: Section ii, pages 11-1 through 11-22, describes
the logic behind, and evaluations made, in the development of the
four alternatives evaluated in the feasibility study. Response B
further describes the rationale behind the decision to propose
groundwater extraction in two broad areas. Commentor asks for
additional description of the declsion-making process, but does
not specify what details he/she wants.

AJ#8. "Although it ia stated "It is not ¯ goal of this OUFS, nor ks it; ¯
realistic goal of any CERCLAFS to remove all uncertainty about site
conditions or the performance of potential remedial actions’, the reIxDrted
simplifications regarding the current exten~ of groundwater contamination and
absence of data regarding the response of contamination to changing pt~ping
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and recharge patterns both hlntorically and ¯a a result of the proposed
response action is signlfic¯nt, and can not ba ignored. Failure to properly
consider these factors prior to selection of a preferred response ¯Itex~ative
wall foster decisions that could exacerbate adverse ~unpacts to the groundwater
resource and present serious obstacles to effective management of the C~nd
develo~ent of effective remedial actions."

EPA ResDo~s@: See Response F.

XJ#9. "The t~aing of the selection of a remedial alternative appears
prematur¯. Within the last Fear, data from new wells have revealed a
different luterpretation of contaminant distribution in the upgradiant ¯re¯ of
the plume. This information is mentioned in some sections of the repoz~ but
have been largely ignored in many of the evaluations and development of
alternatives. These recent ~nterpretations are key to optimizing remedial
actions, mapeclally in subarea I."

~: We disagree that "new" data imply a different
remedy than proposed by EPA. The so-called "new" data have not
been ignored in the development or evaluation of remedial

alternatives. The data were incorporated into the development of
the subarea boundaries defined in Section 7. The subarea
boundaries were used to determine approximate extraction

locations, which form the basis for the remedial alternatives.
See Response B for additional explanation of the extraction
scenario in Subarea 1 (particularly on advantages and
disadvantages of moving extraction locations closer to known or
apparent sources).

AJ#I0. "The first sentence implies that no action is occurring presently and
that there is ¯n Immedlate need to "reduce hazards". This is ¯ Risstat~ment
since current actAvitle8 are achieving many of EPA’8 objectives.    TWO pumping
wells with wellhead treatment facilities in the upgradlant portion of the OU
have assisted in p1ume containment and contaminant removalln Subarea 2. In
addition, production welll An the southwestern half of £he OU have pumped more
than 20,000 AF/YR resulting in additional plume containment."

F~ ResPonse:    We presume that the first part of this comment
refers to Valley County Water District’s Arrow/Lante well

cluster. We are unclear how our statement of the need to "reduce
hazards" implies that no action is occurring, but in any case we

agree that operation of these wells does remove contamination
from the aquifer, operation of these wells was assumed in EPA’s
computer simulations used to develop recommended extraction rates
and locations. See Appendix I and Response B.

Apparently, the production wells extracting 20,000 af/yr that are
referred to in the comment are the active wells located"
~Qwnuradient of the more highly contaminated area; extraction

within the more contaminated area is, as of December 1993,
negligible. The 20,000 acre-feet per year of groundwater
ex~:raction apparently refers primarily to extraction from clean
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or relatively clean portions of the aquifer. As described on

page 6-14 and in Response B, EPA’s remedial objectives can only
be satisfied by extraction from relatively contaminated portions

of the aquifer.

In fact, as stated in the FS, there are remedial benefits to
reducing production at existing water supply wells outside of the
more contaminated areas, thereby reducing the hydraulic gradient.

AJ#11. "On the basis of the significant and critical date that are mias~Lng and
nece|IsazT to effectiveIy characterize the basic hydrogeologic condition~ in
the Baldwin Park area and distribution of chemicals within the local a~aifer,
there appears to be a high degree of risk that EPA will implement an i~erim
action that will not be consistent with effective long-term remedi¯tio,2
¯ ctlons fort he OU. Implementation of an improperly scoped and prematu:~e
interim action iz likely to increase both the time and cost necessary for ¯
long--term and final response action for the OU. In fact, EPA’s own strategy
with respect to the Superfund accelerated Cleanup Model (SCAM) [sic] is to
consider groundwater remedlation to he a long-ter~ activity and not a
caumdldate for early action."

EPA Response: We disagree; see Response F for a detailed
explanation. Commentor doesnot explain the basis for the
assertion that EPA’s remedy will interfere with or not be
consistent with long-term remediation and incorrectly interprets
EPA"s Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM). The SACM calls
for greater emphasis and public awareness for "removal actions’,
intended to address immediate threats to human health and tlhe
environment. The SACM encourages a streamlined RI/FS and in no
way lessens the importance of or encourages unnecessary delays in
addressing areas of significant groundwater contamination such as

Baldwin Park.

AJ#12. "The statement "Oroundwater contamination in the OU area is kno~m to be
spreading into less-contaminated and uncontaminated portions of the aquifer"
is not subs%¯nil¯ted based on the data and "simplified pictures" preserved by
EPX in both the X1~Tand O~FS. Data are sparse downgradlent and available only
from production wells with varying pumping histories and screen depths. No
monitoring wells exist in subarea 3.

In fact, available data indicates that the distribution of contaminants
characterize~ to date is signlficantly influenced by groundwater pumping
patterns that appear to be providing a component of hydraulic containment
throughout the OU, and thereby controlling the migration of contaminants.
Data indicate that no systematic increases in contaminant concentration are
occurring downgradient of Subarea 3. EPA has failed to address this very
fundamental relationship as it applies to characterization of the aquifer
system And the development of candidate response actions."

~A Response: We disagree with the first and last part of this
comment which states that the data do not substantiate that
contaminated groundwater continues to spread into less
contaminated areas. Response A presents clear evidence of
increasing trends in contaminant concentrations at selected
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downgradient wells and offers a detailed explanation of the need
for action in Subarea 3.

We agree that the "simplified pictures" included in the FS do not

justify remedial action. See response to comment Aj#2 and Aj#43.
We also agree that pumping wells influence groundwater movement,
but again note that existing wells are not suitably located[ to
fully satisfy EPA’s remedial objectives.

Finally, the comment that EPA has failed to account for the
effects of pumping is incorrect. See response to comment Aj#
144.

AJ#13. "The statements that the available data "are su~flclent to dete,~Ine
the approximate also and locations ofthe actions" and that "this interim
action will not be inconsistent" with a final remedy, are premature and ¯re
not supported by a sufficient level of technical Interpretations. Without ¯
more thorough underst¯ndlng of the complex hydrogeologic system and the
-present distribution of cont¯mlnants, any one of the candidate remodiem; could
b¯ Inconalstent or adversely impact ¯ final remedy."

EPA Response: This comment duplicates other comments. Again, we
disagree. See Response F.

EPA Response: We agree that production wells typically sample a
larger volume of the aquifer than do monitoring wells, and are
therefore representative of conditions in a larger portion of the
a~zifer than are samples collected from monitoring wells. This
difference does not, however, preclude their use for determining
the approximate extent of groundwater contamination.    It in fact
offers one advantage - a highly contaminated sample from a
production well suggests that a significant vertical interval of
the aquifer is contaminated.

It should be noted that a sample collected from a monitoring well
also represents average water quality across the screened
interval, and is not "characteristic of a particular location and
depth." Monitoring wells in the Baldwin Park area typically have
40 - 75’ screens.

EPA has also collected depth-specific samples from several
production wells in the Baldwin Park area to provide more
discrete information on vertical variations in contamination.
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Section 3°2.2 and Figure 3-9 present some of this depth-specific

data.

AJ#IS. "~hree wells shown on Figure 1-4 were apparently sampled by EPA yet no
sampling tel%Lira Ire included in Attachment A. These wells, 01900831,
SI000066, and 01902971 span the length of the plume and are important 1~ells to
consider for plume definition."

EPA R~sp~Dse: We did intend to include these data; they were
inadvertently omitted from Attachment A. We apologize for any
inconvenience. A printout of these results is included in the
updated Attachment A included in the Administrative Record.

AJ#~|6. "The reference that to date only 15 facilities have been directed to
investigate groundwater contamination in the OU i8 an example of the limited
amo1~nt of detailed data available from an area that represents such a largo
po~ion of the basin. Of the more than 500 specific groundwater monitoring
wells that exist in San Gabriel Basin, less than 25 are located within the OU
and only one monitoring well eximta outside of Subarea 1. A significantly
greater level of detailed characterization will be necessary to suppor~
effective decision making in the Baldwin Park OU."

EPA Response: We believe that the data are adequate to support
the selection of remedy for the Baldwin Park area. See Sec.tion 3
of the FS for a description of the available data. Also see
Response F.

A~#17. -If lltholog£o well logs were used to estimate hydraulic conductivlties
wlt]hln the basin, why were data represented on Plates 1 through 6 not used to
establish areal trends in hydraulic �onductlvity? A cursory review of well
logs would suggest that higher hydraulic conductivities are present in the
northern portion of the basin with decreasing values towards Whittier Narrows
(mo1-,th). Thlm trend would be expected considering the deposltlonal
environment. The net effect of th~s discrepancy would significantly influence
EPA’s analyses regarding Subarea 3 conditions."

EPA Response:    As described in EPA’s Interim San Gabriel Basin
Remedial Investigation Report (July 1992, included in the
Administrative Record), the lithologic well logs ~ used to
establish areal trends in hydraulic conductivity. And, as
correctly stated in the comment, conductivity values do decrease

towards Whittier Narrows. These decreases are accounted for in
the San Gabriel Basin CFEST model. It is unclear what
"discrepancy" is referred to in the comment that would influence

EPA’s analyses in Subarea 3. See Response C for additional
detail on this topic. ¯

AJ#18. "Aquifer tests at the Azuaa Western Landfill were not specific capacity
t,sts. Data from the pumping well are not available. The aquifer tests at
the Azusa Western Landfill produced inconclusive results. A reliable
hydraulic c0nductlvlt~ value cannot be determined from the data."
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ResDgDse: Commentor is correct that the Azusa Western
Landfill tests were aquifer tests. Although EPA does not state
that the Azusa Western Landfill tests were specific capacity
tests, the organization of the text does leave that unintended
impression. Although the results of these aquifer tests were
inconclusive, they can be used to provide a rough estimate of the
hydraulic conductivity in the area. In fact, the landfill’s
consultant (Law Environmental, Inc.) used aquifer test data to
estimate hydraulic conductivity values of 5,000 ft/day in a
north/south direction and i, 000 ft/day in an east/west direction
("1990 Annual Report, Waste Disposal and Ground Water Monitoring,
Azusa Land Reclamation Landfill, Azusa, california", prepared by
Law Environmental, Inc., January 28, 1991).

~J#19. "EPA has not made available for public revlaw the results of the
"aquifer tests that yielded hydraulic conductivity estimates of 5,000
feet/day’. It is our understanding that these tests wore typically less than
a few hours long and would therefore have produced results that are
questionlble. This information should be provided to permit an lndepez~ent
review of the "aquifer test" analysis and relative quality of the data.,"

EPA Response: Commentor refers to seven aquifer tests that
yielded hydraulic conductivity estimates between about 270 and
5,000 ft/day.

We agree that there are limitations in how some of these data
should be used. These data are from the initial round of well
logginq and depth-specific sampling conducted by EPA in the
Baldwin Park area. The report summarizing these results is
available for review; it is referenced in the Baldwin Park
Feasibility Study (p.l-10) and included in the Administrative
Record. The title of this reportis "Draft Technical Memorandum,
Well Logging and Depth-Specific Sampling, San Gabriel Area 5
Remedial Investigation, San Gabriel Basin, Los Angeles County,
California, May 1990."

AJ#20. "Were the hydraulic conductlvity values corrected for partial
pene£ration? Were observation wells used in the tests? How do the results
compare with recent Wstarmaster aquifer tests? When will the results from
Wstermaster tests be svailabie to the public and for EPA to incorporate into
their analyses?"

EPA Response: The estimated hydraulic conductivity values were
not corrected for partial penetration. Some estimates were based
on data obtained from observation wells; others were not. The
lack of observation wells o~ correction for partial penetration
do limit the accuracy of the results, but the error in the
hydraulic conductivity estimates is likely to be less than a
factor of two. The results have not been compared directly to
recent Watermaster aquifer tests; the Watermaster should be
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contacted for information regarding the public release of their

report.

A~#21. "Why omit the CDWR aquifer tests from the discussion? CDWR =ond[ucted
several pumping tests with observatlon wells in the OU. The paragraph implies
that CDWR hydraulic conductivity estimates were based on litholo~ alone."

EPA ResDo~s@: CDWR aquifer tests ~ considered in developing
the hydraulic conductivity zones for the San Gabriel Basin CFEST

model. (The paragraph was not intended to imply that CDWR
estimates were based on lithology alone.) See Response C for
additional detail on this topic.

AJ#22, "Oroundwater flow directions assumed on the baslnwide Interpretations
presented on Figure 2-4 and references to those provided in the ZR/ using
CFEST are inappropriate for evaluating groundwater flow conditions on a
localized scale such a8 for the Baldwin Park OU. Both of EPA’s references
fail, to identify localized flow variations that are evident in the OU due to
the effects of recharge, pumping pstterms and seasonal influences. Failure to
sufficiently characterize localized flow conditions in the OU limits EPA’s
ability to develop and evaluate cost-effectlve and technlcally-sound response
actlons, si~Ificsnt locallzed and regional flow components that have been
ides|tilled in the OU are not even generalized on Figure 2-4 of the o~,g.
Water level ¢ontoura are open-ended or not represented in the most critical
area, Subarea i."

EPA Response: As discussed in Response C, and shown in Figures
7-4 through 7-8, the CFEST model can and does identify local flow
variations in the Baldwin Park area.

As stated in the text, Figure 2-4 is a reprint of water level
contour maps prepared by Los Angeles County Department of Public
Works (LACDPW) presented to illustrate regional flow conditions.

As discussed on page 2-10, we agree that the LACDPW contour maps
are of limited accuracy and lack detail on local conditions.

Among the limitations of Figure 2-4 listed on page 2-10 is that
"the map does not necessarily show local variability in water

levels caused by pumping, recharge, or geologic faults... [and]
aggregates measurements made over a i- to 2-month period."

AJ#23. "The statement "no cones of depression appear in the OU area because of
the relatively low pumping volumes and high hFdraulic conductivity of the
aquifer" is incorrect. Figure 2-4 contours water table elevations, in
increments of 25 feet, and in Subarea 1, 100-foot increments. Cones of
depression would not be evident at this scale. Detailed groundwater contour
maps of the OU prepared by Harding Law,on Associates (HLA) and others show
that water supply production effects are prominent and can be readily
depicted. The above statement also contradicts EPA’s Table 7-3 (p~ 7.-28) that
identifies average production from 1988 through 1991 for 16 wells operating in
the OU at a total pumping rate over 35,000 acre feet per year. Other wells
operating at similar pumping rates are also located in the OU. Please explain
this wide dimparitI in the interpretation of groundwater flow influences in
the OU."
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EPA Response: The EPA statement should refer to significant
cones of depression in the OU area. All pumping wells create
cones of depression, but there are no significant cones of

depression caused by large pumping centers such as those found
near the mouth of Puente Valley and in the western portion of the

San Gabriel Valley. In Figures 7-4 through 7-8, which show
groundwater contours at increments of 1 foot, cones of depression
for existing pumping wells are evident.

aJ#24. "The statement "Because the I~CDPW contour mps are based on relatlveIy
wldelF spa©ed data, gradients estimated from these contour maps are uncertain
estimates of the regional gradients. Local gradients are oven loss well
defined", represents the significant lack of data on which EPA has based thelr
OU decisions. In order to develop an effective response action, EPA .will need
to incorporate into their analysis the localized variations An horizontal
hydraulic gradients that exist in the OUo HI2% has identified that some of the
s1:eepeat gradlonts An the basin oK fat £n the OU duo to recharge events at the
Santa Fo Flood Control Basin."

~PA Response: EPA has incorporated localized variations in
horizontal hydraulic gradients into its analyses. This result
can be seen in Figures 7-4 through 7-8, which present the results
of EPA’s modeling performed to develop approximate extraction
rates and locations for the remedy. Figures 7-4 through 7-8 also
show steep gradients caused by recharge at SFSG.

AJ#25. "seasonal variations in vertical gradlent appear comparable in
magnitude to typical absolute valuas of vertical gradient, implying a
significant likelihood of vertical gradient reversal. To what extent has the
element of seasonal variations in vertlcal groundwater gradients been further
characteriaed in the OU, and was this component factored into the decision to
Ju;atify the need for an interim re~ponss action?"

E_PA Response: Seasonal variation in vertical groundwater
gradients have not been further characterized in the Baldwin Park

area. We do not know of any reasons why uncertainty about the
precise magnitude of vertical gradients might lessen the
justification for EPA’ s selected remedy.

Kj#26. "Vertical gradients in the Whittier Narrows area may not apply to this
OU. Lithologic logs suggest a significant increase in the distribution of
flne-graln sediments which can affect vertical gradients."

F~A Response: We agree that vertical gradients from Whittier
Narrows would not likely be applicable to the Baldwin Park area.
The text merely states that best sources of data in the San
Gabriel Basin are from EPA monitoring wells in Whittier Narrows
and Irwindale. Vertical gradients measured in Whittier’Narrows
are not provided or discussed on the page referenced in this
comment (p. 2-14).
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AJ#27. "Would additional recharge along the unlined Rile of Walnut Creek
provide containment at the downgradient edge of the plume? Does the EPA
groundwater model account for recharge in this area~"

EPA Resp0ns~: Additional recharge along the unlined portion of
Walnut Creek could reduce the gradient somewhat in Subarea 3°

However, because this stretch is located more than one mile
downgradient of Subarea 3, the effect will likely be fairly
limited. In addition, recharge in this area would increase the

groundwater flow velocity downgradient of this reach, thereby
increasing the rate cf contaminant migration towards Whittier
Narrows.

The EPA San Gabriel Basin CFEST model does not account for
recharge in this area. Typically, surface water flow rates and

associated recharge are quite low in this reach.

A~#28. "RechArge at the Irwindale Spreading Grounds (ISG) and other recharge
basins drastically changes local flow patterns. EPA’s CFEST simulations in
Section 7 demonstrate the groundwater mounding at ISG during both dry and wet
periods. How will an increase in recharge at the ISG affect contaminant
conc mntrations and movement~"

EPA Response:    An increase in recharge at Irwindale Spreading
Grounds (ISG) will reduce gradients upgradient of the facility
and increase gradients downgradient of the facility. The effect
on contaminant movement would be similar (decreasing movement
upgradient of the facility and increasing movement downgradient
of the facility). As commentor notes, the results of CFEST
simulations presented in Figures 7-4 through 7-8 show the impacts
of recharge at the ISG for four specific clean up options.

Ij#29. "This is an important institutional change that can provide pu~,eyor
assistance in remedial actions."

EPA ResD0nse: Comment noted.

AJ#30. "What are the specific results of the modeling that suggest that
purveyor prauticos may have caused only "a small fraction" of the increase in
the areal extent of the plume and that "a continuation of past water
management practices will increase the spread of contamlnation’~ These
statements suggest ¯ continuation of past practices will be more damaging than
past practices themselves. Why? Were remedial benefits resulting f~om some
of the previous pumping patterns also identified during the modeling
almulatlons7 The reEult~ of these groundwater flow and tr¯nspork simulations
should be made available in order to permit the public to �onduct an
independent evaluation of the OuFs, and to justify EPA’s decisions re!~arding
the type of interim response actions that are proposed for the OU."

EpA Response: The simulations that suggest that a small fraction
of the overall increase in the extent cf contamination may
potentially be attributed to purveyor practices are described in
EPA’s Basinwide Technical Plan (April 1990). The exact fraction
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attributable to purveyor practices is highlyuncertain (estimated
at 10% for the period 1980 to 1989). The Basinwide Technical

Plan is referenced in the Feasibility Study and included in the

Administrative Record.

The statements referenced in the comment both say essentially the
same thing - that purveyor practices have and will, if unchanged,
continue to contribute to the spread of contamination. It is
unclear how these statements suggest that "a continuation of past

practices will be more damaging than the past practices
themselves.-

eye: This Well log may indeed be evidence that the
a~ifer is thicker than estimated by CDWR at this location. As
shown on the cross-section, according to CDWR’s contours, t~e

alluvial aquifer thickens rapidly in the vicinity of this well
and our understanding is that CDWR’s contour map was based on

fairly widely-spaced data points. Thus, it would not be
surprising if CDWR’s contour locations were somewhat off.

xJ#32. "Since sparse groundwater data are available from this OU, shouldn’t
non-CLP data be used to assist in the dellneetlon of the subarea¯? Non-CLP
concentrations are used very specifIcaIZy in estimating influent cb~mlstrF ~et
not; used in plume refinement. Further discussion on page 3-~ suggests that
non-CLPdata are reliable; what is the Justification for its exclusionT"

~PAResDons~: Non-CLP data were used in preparing Figure 7-1.
They were used to verify the Subarea boundaries. The "ALL DATA"
listing in the Figure represents the average of CLP data and
a~ailable non-CLP data.

The comment that non-CLP data are "not used in plume refinement"
is incorrect. As stated on page 3-2, the area of contamination
figures presented in Section 3 ~[q incorporate non-CLP data.

AJ#33. "Xt is stated that "non-CLP chemical data from both LARWQCB and AD 1803
programs were used to describe the nature and extent of contamination and to
estimate treatment plant influent chemistry, which in turn is used to develop
treatment technologies and to estimate treatment costs for the remedial
alternetiwea. For this use, the data do not have to be very precise because
in|~luent estimates from ¯ single well have a relatively ¯mall impact o~s the
treatment cost for a remedial ¯iternatlve and would not likely result :in a
,Ic~ifIcant impact on the estimated bottom llne cost of the remedial
altarnatiTas’. It is particularlF important that data which has under!gone ¯
high level of QA be used to identify and confirm the presence of contaminants
of concern. Identified concentrations that will be used as Influent ~ ¯
tre~atment plant (design parameters) mutt be equally well scrutlnlzed,-as cost
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impacts may be significant. These statements are supported by the fact; that
the compound vinyl chloride is listed in Table 8-1 (p. 8-8) ¯= a controlling
compound that is defined (p. 8-9) as "a compound that may control ,cost or
limit the use of the recommended treatment method". It should be noted that
vinyl chloride was not detected in any of the CLP data, and that it was only
detected in one well specifically located in the OU (WIlAZW01). The only
reported occurrence of vinyl chloride in the OU is from non-CLP data available
for one well in which vinyl chloride was detected sporadically from 1985
through 1989, and not detected again since that time. It 18 concaivab:Lo that
a remediation system designed to treat vinyl chloride could be substan1~ially
over designed o"

EPA Response: Comment noted. Commentor is correct that vinyl
chloride has not been detected in CLP analyses, but there is no
reason to doubt its presence. Vinyl chloride has been detected
repeatedly at well WIIAZWOI and in vadose zone samples elsewhere
in Azusa. Part of the explanation for its absence in CLP
analyses is that most samples collected from monitoring wells in

the Baldwin Park area have not been analyzed through the CLP.
Instead, they have been analyzed in accordance with Regional
Board QA/QC requirements which, as noted on pages 3-2 and :3-3,
are similar to EPA CLP requirements. Elevated detection limits

in samples with high concentrations of other compounds may also
mask its presence.

K~#34. "The statement that "the data do not have to be very precise because
influent estimates from a single well have ¯ relatively small impact on the.
treatment Cost for a remedial alternative" is misleading. Under the .
considered remedial alternatives water from only I or 2 wells would become
InfXuent to ¯ treatment plant. It is critical that influent concentrations be
predicted to the highest level of certainty using data of knownquelity."

We agree with commentor that the cited statement could be
misleading. The statement is better rewritten as:

"The data do not need to be as precise if groundwater
from multiple extraction locations is blended at a

centralized treatment facility, in which case water
quality at a single well would have less impact on the

treatment cost, and total cost, of a remedial
alternative "

The conclusions made in the text remains valid, however (pages

3 and 3-4). The non-CLP data are believed to be of sufficient
quality for use in estimating influent concentrations and
verifying the contaminant subareas described in section 7.

AJ#35. "The data and stst£st~c= presented in Table 3--2 represent theme for the
entire Sen Gabriel Basin and are not specific for the Bsldwln Park SUe Table
3-2 does not provide any purpose for decision making with respeot to the OU.
XnlJtead, the public is required to sort through over 550 pages of laboratory
data provided in Attachment A and search for similar comparisons of data for
%he Baldwin Park OU. Please reformat Table 3-2 or provide ¯ supplemental
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table to represent data and mtatistics that can be referenced specifically for
the OU."

EPA Respop~: Table 3-2 was prepared for a previous EPA project,

and is reprinted in the Feasibility Study to "give an indication
of the widespread and varied nature of the contamination present
in the San Gabriel Basin." Commentor’s repulsion to this Table

is noted. Summary statistics, including average and peak values,
describing the nature and extent of contamination in the Baldwin
Park area are provided in Table 7-4. Actual water quality data
are included as Attachment A.

AJ#36, "The exclusion of data collected ¯ftmr August 1991 ignores data th¯t
¯ re import~mt to the characteriz¯tion of the contamination in the OU."

~PA Response: Data collected after August 1991 were considered.
D~ta up through September 1992 (the most up-to-date data
available at the time an interagency draft Feasibility Study was
c~mpleted) were used for the delineation of Sub¯re¯s, as is shown
on Figure 7-1. More recent data confirm the distribution of

contamination shown in the Figures an the FS.

AJ#37. fPrnile it may not be practical to collect data on ¯ tight grid as at
other Superfund alte$, it is important to have sufficient data to characterize
the contamination prior to remedy selection. Additional monitoring wells may
auggelt alternative remedial action¯."

EPA R~sponse~ we believe that the data are adequate to specify a
r~medy. See Response F.

AJ#38. "Groundwater plumes are depicted on Figure 3-I "¯eaum£ng groum4~ater
flow directions ere fairly well understood’, and inferring the direction and
magnitude of groundwater flow without being "directly conltralnedby data".
Because Figure 2-4 clearly represent| a lack of understanding of groundwater
flow patterns in the OU area, the depiction represented in Figure 3-I that is
nnconetrained by water quality data ia not technically defensible. The
implications resulting from EPA’a alternatlvea based on "assumed" flow
directions "nnconltrained b~ data" appears to be in violation with
requirements set forth under the National Contingency Plan."

EPARe~popse:    EPA believes that its remedy is technically
defensible and meets all requirements of the National Contingency
Plan, which calls for EPA to "assess site conditions and evaluate
alternatives to the extent necessary to select a remedy." The
NCP and common sense discourage unnecessary data collection.

Neither of the limitations identified by commentor limit EPA’s
ability to develop or select a remedy. Commentor offers the
conclusion that the data are inadequate without specifying how
the data limit EPA’s ability to select an appropriate remedial
action.
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As described in Response C and in response to numerous specific
comments, EPA possesses and has used knowledge of local fl~w
conditions in the development and evaluation of remedial
alternatives (see response to AJ#143). Figure 2-4 is a reprint
of water level contour maps prepared by LADPW presented to
illustrate regional flow conditions and does not represent any
interpretation by EPA of groundwater flow conditions. The Figure
is rlot used directly in the development or specification of the
remedy.

As for the extent of contamination, commentor overstates the
unce.rtainty and its impact on remedy selection. We acknowledge
uncertainty about the precise extent of contamination, but
believe that the data are sufficient to delineate areas of
significant contamination warranting remedial action. As
illustrated in Figure 7-1, the lateral boundaries of the Subareas
identified for the OU ~ fairly well constrained by groundwater
quality data.

AJ#39. "EPA’s continued ule of a multl-chmmi=al composite contour map h¯s
created and is still creating ¯ misleading impression regarding the continuity
and interrelationships of areas containing chemicals in groundwater. ]figure
3-1 should be deleted or replaced by a simple detected/not-detected bolmdary
Rap."

EPA Response: This comment duplicates a previous comment. See
response to comment Aj#2.

We also note that there are numerous ways to present data to
illustrate the extent of groundwater contamination. We encourage
commentor to prepare "detected/non-detected boundary maps" if
he/she prefers that method of presentation.

AJ#4.0. "None of the imo-concentratlon maps include data collected over the
last. year. Recent dat¯ at several facilities in the upgradient portion of the
plume lignlficsntlT alter the iso-concentrstion lines shown on Figures 3-I
thru 3-6. Am stated in paragraph I, "relatively few monitoring wells have
been installed and sampled in the OU area’. Because so few data ¯re
available, all data from recent wells should be incorporated into this
rep(~rt."

EPA Response: Commentor is correct that some data collected
after a cutoff date of fall 1991 were not incorporated into the
"iso-concentration" maps presented as Figures 3-1 through 3-6,
and Figure 11-8. Because new data are added to EPA’s database on
a continuous basis, cut-off dates had to be selected for various
FS evaluations. The more recent data provide additiona’1 local-
scale detail on the distribution of contamination but do not
alter the generalized areas of contamination shown in the
fic~/res. Accordingly, EPA chose not to revise the figures in the
final draft of the FS.
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Data collected after fall 1991 (such as from a well installed at
the Wynn Oil facility) were, however, considered in the
development and evaluation of the remedial alternatives. The
Wynn Oil data are included in the final draft of the feasibility
study (Attachment A, VOC Sampling Results, ..., Site Assessment
Wells) and were considered in the delineation of contaminant
Subareas, identification of proposed extraction locations, and
preparation of the Proposed Plan. The rationale for EPA’s
proposal to extract and treat groundwater in the "upper area" (as
described in the Proposed Plan), rather than at the Wynn Oil
facility or other possible source areas, is discussed in detail
in Response B.

&J#[41. "If the time l~riod May 31, 1990 to &uguzt 31, 1991 applies to all
figures, then the TOE value for EPA~-5 is outside thfs period and =~uld be
itallolsed on the figure (lee legend). This should be the same for Fi!~rea
3-3 through 3-5."

~ Response: Commentor is correct that data collected at well
EPAMW-5 were collected in September 1991, after the stated
cutoff date of August 31, 1991. The time periods noted in the
captions to the Figures should be revised accordingly.

xj#42. "If data frol EPAMW-5 were incorporated on the figure but fall outzlde
the, time period, why waram’t 1992 data also incorporated into the figu:ces?"

~.ResDonse:The cutoff date of September 1991 was imposed to
allow for preparation of the Figures in time for issuance of the
fi:rst interagency draft of the Feasibility Study. EPA chose not
to revise the Figures in the final draft since the generalized
areas of contamination has not changed significantly.

AJ#I43. -It is int~zestlug to note [in figures 3-1 to 3-6] that the hig]he~t
value of CTC occurs downgradient along a different flowpath than compounds
ahownlnthe other plume figures. This indicates a different source area/tlme
an4L may suggest source locations outside of Subarea I."

EPA BeSpopse: Not necessarily. CTC concentrations in
groundwater in the i0 to 30 ug/l range have been detected at
wells in all three Subareas, indicating the possibility of a
source of CTC within Subarea i.

We caution reviewers not to use the Figures 3-i to 3-6 to ]:each
conclusions about sources of contamination. As explained in
response to Aj#2, Figures 3-1 through 3-6 provide a ,’simplified,
smoothed" depiction of the extent of contamination"; they were
not prepared to show sources of contamination, nor to
conclusively show whether the areas of contamination consist of
one relatively homogeneous area ofcontamination or distinct
plumes.
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&J#44. "~he statement "The shape and size of the downgradient extent of
individual =ones of Contamination are typically inferred from the estimated
direction and magnitude of groundwater flow and are in only a few cases
directlT ©onstrained by data from wells" indicates the high level of
uncez~aintI end lack of data regarding the distribution of chemicals in
groundwater and the significant limitations of Figures 3-1 through 3-6."

EPA Response: This comment duplicates a previous comment. See
response to comment Aj#38.

IJ#65. "Data used to ~onstruct Figures 3-1 through 3-6 represent maximum
contaminant concentrations over a 15-month to 5-year period. Monitoring of
individual wells in the OU area has shown substantial seasonal variations of
VOC concentrations. The depictions, therefore, have limited accuracy."

EPA Response: We agree that there is often significant temporal
variability in observed contaminant concentrations. This

variability does not imply nny lack of accuracy in the Figures;
it implies only that the depiction of variability is not a

purpose or proper use of the Figures. Numerous figures in
Appendix B show how concentrations vary over time (see Figures B-
2 t]~rough B-15).

AJ#46. "The total number of data points on Figure 3-1 are estimated, by EPA,
to represent approximately "I00 wells’. The d~strlbutlon of data points i8
too spares to musks the interpretations for an approximate 60-square-mile area
of Re Area 5. Baaed on the limited number of date points per square ai.le, and
total absence of data poiotm for leveral square mile areas within RI Ares 5
and the Baldwin Park OU, it ~8 misleading for EPA to present the "simplified
or smoothed over" depictions of large continuous areas of groundwater
containing chemicals. Failure to rocognixa the separate and distinct areas of
contamination within these large areas of groundwater contamination will
foster the development and selection of inappropriate oU remedlation
alte, rnatlve8."

EPA Response: This comment duplicates other comments. See:
response to comment AJ#2 on the use of Figure 3-1. See Response

B on the extent to which the presence of separate and distinct
areas of contamination would affect the remedy.

AJ#4~7. -Why were two different scales used for Figure’3-2 and Figure 3,-17 For
the purpose of comparing these two figures it would be beneficial to use the
mamas scale for each figure, and to util~za a common scale for all similar
figures."

EPA Response: Commentor is correct: the two Figures were
prepared at different times with slightly different scales,. We
regret any inconvenience.

AJ#48. "Comparlmon of the distribution of concentrations posted for Figures 3-
2 through 3-5 indicate separate and distinct source areas between Subareas 1
end 2 of the OU, however EPA has depicted one large continuous area of
grol,-dwater containing chemicals. The figures should identify the well
recordatlon number along with the posted chemical concentration £n order to
facilitate an independent review of the data. Please substantiate the
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rationale for grouping chemical concentrations together when they are
intersl~rsedbetween distances of over a mile in several locations on all of
these f~gurea~ A clear set of guidelines used to construct these maps would
facilitate review."

~5_P~p_q~: This comment largely duplicates other comments.
See response to comments Aj#2 on the preparation and proper use
of Figure 3-1.

We ]have prepared a revised figure (included as Figure RS-2) that

includes well recordation numbers.

AJ#4;9. "Please discuss the merits of Figures 3-2 through 3-5 and %halt u~e in
decislonmaking for the ~s. EPA has repeatedly referred to these figlares as
"texans and simplified approximations’, and they are described am depicting
"substantial uncertainty in the true locatlon of the concentration contours°
The boundaries between individual areas of contamination will probably change
as new data are obtained and interpreted", (Figure 3-3 presents as few as 20
data points for the entire RX Areas, and fewer than 15 data points for the
OU). These types of statements emphasise the necessity to obtain additional
da%~ in order to make cost-effective and technically defensible OU deciJ~ions.
HoweverF EPA showcases these figures in the OUFg as a primary tool On wl~ich to
make, decisions regarding the extent and distribution of chemical
concentrations in groundwater, thereby directly influencing the development
and selection of remediation alternatives.~

EPA Response:     This comment largely duplicates previous
comments. See response to comment Aj#2. We emphasize again that
these figures are presented to show "regional variability in
contamination" (page i-3) and a "simplified, smoothed" depiction
of the extent of contamination" (page 3-9). They are not
"showcased" or used as a basis for decision-maklng.

See Response F for a rebuttal to assertions that additional data
are needed before remedy selection.

AJ#50. "It is stated that "no map of PCE contamination has been prepared
becaule PCE concentrations are generally somewhat less than TCE
concentrations°" ~his statement is incorrect and again ignores the ~m~)rtance
of identifying separate and distinct areas of contamination within the broad
continuous area of groundwater depicted by EPA as containing chemicals in the
OU. The highest concentration of all CVOCs detected in the OU was for the
�ompound PCE (18,000 ug/l), in Well W10WOMWI north of the 210 Freeway. The
failure to Identify these types of separate and dimt~nct source a~eas within
the OU, and failure to develop and select remedial alternatives to optimize
the removal of chemical mass from this distinct area, will result in further
damage to the groundwater resource and increase the time and cost required for
effsctive rem~dlation."

EPA Response: This comment largely duplicates previous-co~unents.
See Response B for an explanation of the rationale for EPA’s
proposal to extract and treat groundwater in the "upper area" (as
described in the Proposed Plan), rather than at or near well
WIOWOMWI or other possible source areas.
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We agree that the local-scale distribution of PCE differs from
other contaminants, but again emphasize that Figures 3-1 to 3-6
are presented to show generalized areas of contamination; they
are not the basis for EPA’s decision-making.

AJ#51. "In reference to the statements to Figurea 3-7 and 3-8 that "the data
provide ¯ measure of the degree of variability in contaminant concentrations
in the OU’, and "concentrations have changed by several hundred ppb in ¯
matter of a few months"; Ham EPA evaluated factors such am recharge events,
pumping patterns, ind/or seasonal effects that are likelI responsible for the
referenced changes?. PleaEe provide this information for the time perJLods
ahown on Figures 3-7 and 3-8 (e.g., the respective pumping rates for Well
08000060) .-

EPA_~: EPA has evaluated "factors such as recharge
events, pumping patterns, and/or seasonal effects." Although

there does appear to be some correlation between certain factors,
especially large recharge events, and contaminant levels at: these

wells during specific periods, there does not appear to be
consistent, easily discernible patterns between any of the
factors and contaminant levels. The large number of variables
impacting these wells (e.g., pumping, recharge, spatial and
temporal source variability) makes identification of specific
relationships very difficult.

Amounts of groundwater pumped in each quarter are reported in
annual Watermaster reports, included by reference in the
Administrative Record (AR#404) and available from the Main San
Gabriel Basin Watermaster.

AJ#52. "Ha,, the Bsmpling technique for these wells changed over time. If lo,
to what extent has this influenced meszured concentrations."

EPA ResPonse: The sampling technique for 08000060 has not

che~nged over time. EPA is not familiar enough with the sampling
techniques for ALR~s monitoring well #1 (WIIAZW01) to know if
they have changed. Regardless, it is unlikely that any changes
in sampiing techniques would cause the types of variations
apparent on Figure 3-7.

~J#53. "The ditcussion on contaminant dietrlbution changes implies thILt the.e
changes could not be documented until the EPA 1991-92 sampling data. However,
these ahift8 also can be seen in the 1985 data as well."

EPA Response: Commentor misinterprets the discussion on page 3-
23. EPA neither believes nor implies that these changes could

not be documented before 1991-92.

AJ#54. "The explanation of the plume shift emphaei.es the controlling effects
of pumping on the groundwater flow regime and contaminant concentrations. It
¯ lg;o 8uggeata that the plume would be in ¯ different location and may be much
narrower if no pumping occurred."
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EPA Response: We agree that the movement of some areas of
contaminated groundwater have been affected by pumping. We have

seen no evidence, and commentor offers no evidence, that the irea
of contamination would be much narrower if no pumping occurred.

AJ#s5. "Please describe the sampling procedureaand prOtOCOl that were used to
conduct the depth-speclflc sampling of the groundwater production well:K. What
WaS done to ensure sample isolation during depth-speciflc sampling of :hhe
production wells? How was it determined that no vez~ical flow was occurring?"

EPA ResPonse: The technique does not involve isolating depth
intervals but does require vertical flow. Sampling procedures

are described in detail in Sampling and Analysis Plan for Well
Logging and Depth-specific Sampling of Wells, November 9, 1990
(included in the Administrative Record as AR#ISl)

A~#56. "It iS not true that only seven wells in the OU penetrate below the
upper 500 feet of the aquifer. According to various wall construction tables
published by the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster an additional I0 ~D 12
walls in the OU are screened below the upper 500 feet. One of these deep
wells (08000076) is located near the northwest edge of the groundwater
contamination as shown on Figure 3-1. Apparently this wall has been eampled
only once (1985). Data from this deep wall and a shallow production wall on
the same facility to the southeast could p~ovide northwesterly limits of
co~aaination".

~ ~esDonse:    The comment is correct: there are more than
s~ven wells. The text in the FS (p.3-26) should state that there
are only seven deep wells in or adjacent to the more high~{

contaminated areas (where contaminant concentrations exceed I0
times MCLs).

E~K has obtained data from the listed industrial-use production
wells, 08000076 and 08000075, but the submitter of the data has
claimed that the data are confidential business information,
attorney-client communication, and attorney work product that
should not be publicly released. EPA is currently reviewing this
claim (as of February 1994). If and when allowed by law, EPA
will make this data available for public review.

Aj#57, "Depictions shown in Figure 3-9, although based on very limited
vertical profile concentrations, emphasize the complex nature of Tertioal
contaminant distribution. An incomplete understanding of vertical contaminant
distribution could result in a remedy that exacerbates contaminant transport
on the OU."

E_PA Response: See response to comment Aj~58.

AJ#58. "Why has there been no attempt to define the vertical extent of
co~amination in the northern portion of the plume? The vertical distribution
directly affects the remedial remedy."
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EPA R~spoDSe:    EPA believes that data on the vertical
distribution of contamination are sufficient to select a remedy,
although additional data are needed for design. The FS includes
recommendations for two new monitoring well clusters in the
northern portion of the area of contamination to help furt]her
define both the lateral and vertical distribution of
cor~amination (see Appendix E). Data obtained from these new
wells will be used to determine precise extraction well
locations, rates, and depths.

In response to this and other comments on the need for additional
characterization of the extent of contamination in Subarea 1
(especially the vertical extent), EPA has reevaluated the
recommended monitoring program. We recommend three additional
monitoring locations in Subarea 1 as shown on the attached figure
(Figure RS-3). These include a third monitoring well cluster and
deeper monitoring wells installed adjacent to two existing
monitoring wells in the area (WIIAZWOI and WIIAZW03).

AJ#Sg. "The ~nterpretation of vertical distribution of contaminants on Figure
3-9 suggests that there are at least two separate plumea of TCE. The
Idelatlfication of microplumes is an important concept to remedy selection and
may affect the location and depths at which groundwater is pumped.. Can other
microplumes be defined?"

~pA Response:    The depiction of contamination illustrated in
Fiq~re 3-9 is just one of several interpretations that fit the
available data. As discussed in response to previous comments,
there are probably multiple groundwater plumes in the OU area.
As discussed in Responses B, EPA does not believe that it is
necessary or appropriate to define all of the "microplumes"
before remedy selection. If additional data collected during the

time of remedial design indicate the presence of specific iplumes,
these data will be considered in the determination of preclse
extraction locations and depths.

AJ#~0. "The wertical dlatrlbution of contamination is unknown in both the deep
and shallow (upper 500 feet) portions of the aquifer in large areas of the
OU. Although EPA does not consider deep vertical characterization of the
aquifer "essential to this interim action", the shallow vertical
characterisation is critical and should be addressed in more detail."

EPAResDonse: Significant characterization of the shaliow
groundwater has been carried out in Subarea I. As of December
1993, more than 25groundwater monitoring wells have been
installed and sampled in Subarea I. Most of these well~ are
currently sampled quarterly. Also see response to comments Aj#S8.

A~#61. "The OUTS speculates that four possible subEurface eources exi=t in the
OU. These types of sources include dense non-aqueous phase liquid (D}IAPL).
There la no tabulation or interpretation of data used to =upport theae
con,clusions. If such important concluslons are to be drawn aubstantiating
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data should be provided. Based on data collected north of the 1-210 ]Freeway,
at least one "hot spot" has been identified. There is the potential :[or more
gz~undwatar to become contaminated from £hls source area. Groundwater
extract£on at the 10 and 13 clusters, more than l-mile downgradlent from thlm
source area, will increase this possibility. If groundwater extraction is
appropriate for an interim action in Subarea 1, it should occur at identified
"hot spots"."

EPA Response: We refer the reader to EPA guidance listed in the
Administrative Record (e.g., AR#403, EPA/600/R-92/030)), or to
books or professional journal articles on contaminant fate and
transport, for more information. It is wldely-accepted that if
released into the subsurface, relatively volatile contaminants
such as trichloroethylene will exist in the gaseous, aqueous, and
solid (sorbed) phases. As discussed in the FS, there is
circumstantial evidence that residual contamination is also
present in the subsurface in the Baldwin Park area as a pure,
non-aqueous phase liquid (a "NAPL").

We assume that the "hot spot" north of the 1-210 freeway referred
to in the last part of this comment is well WIOWOMWI, in which
case the comment duplicates previous comments. See Response B
for a discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of moving
extraction locations to the vicinity of well WIOWOMWI.

K~#62. "Although a discussion of PCE, TCA, and TCE degradation ks preaented,
no interpretation of Baldwin Park OU data ks provided. Such interpretations
are necessary to support the contentiom that degradation processes are both
active and predictable. Thim "textbook" discussion is not referenced to alte
apeolfic data and therefore is of little uaefulnems in conceptualizing or
evaluating re--dial alternatives."

~bA ~e~ponse: The "textbook" discussion is presented for readers
unfamiliar with degradation processes. As commentor’s subsequent
comments note, the FS includes a discussion of site-specific data
beginning on page 3-35.

AJ#63. "Please prov£de the =peciflc data that supports the speculation
regarding the presence of anaerobic condit£ons in the OU."

~/!A ResPonse: EPA does not have specific data that support the
presence of anaerobic conditions in the OU area. We note,
however, the presence of the Azusa Land Reclamation Landfill in
Azusa (ALR) and that anaerobic conditions are fairly common in
the vicinity of landfills. ALR’s consultant also believes, as
stated in its "1990 Annual Report, Waste Disposal and GroUnd
Water Monitoring, Azusa Land Reclamation Landfill, Azusa,
California" (prepared by Law Environmental, Inc., Januagy 28,
1991), that landfill gas is present in the vicinity of one of its
monitoring wells (MW-1) and that degradation of TCE to 1,1-DCE is
likely occurring.
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AS#64. "Please provide the specific data that supports the speculation
rega~dln~th~ presence of aerobic conditions in the OU."

EPA Response:    EPA does not have specific data that support the
presence of aerobic conditions in the OU area. However, glven
the physical conditions present in the OU area (alluvial aquifer
With an overwhelming majority of coarse-grained materials,
unconfined conditions, high permeability, relatively high
groundwater-flow rates, and recharge of large volumes of surface
water in the vicinity), it is very likely that aerobic conditions
are prevalent at least in the upper portions of the aquifer
throughout most of the OU area.

AS#65. "The explmnatLons should include the fact that these products are or
were hlstoricalIyused in consumer products, too."

~PAResponse: We agree that some chlorinated solvents have and
continue to be used in consumer products, but note that the
amounts used in consumer products have typically been much less,
and often insignificant, in comparison to the amounts known to
have been used by industrial facilities in the OU areao

AS#66. "The discussion of the Wynn Oii facility reveals contaminant
concentrations orders of magnitude higher than seen in other OU wells. Why
were these data ignored In the discussion of chemlual distributions, remedy
seleotlon, and on Figure8 3-i through 3-67"

EPA~: This comment duplicates previous comments. As
stated in response to comment AS#40, the data were not ignored.

~J#67o "Another poselbility for the increase of Z,I--DCE is the downgrad~ent
movement from sources to the northeast. An upgradient well east of the
f&cility [RJ~R] detected ths highest concentration of 1,1-~Z in the area."

EPA ResPonse:    It is true that upgradient sources of I,I-DCE
could possibly be the cause for the increasing I,I-DCE. However,
based on the timing of the increase and associated decline in
TCE, degradation may be a more likely scenario. A combination of
the two factors is also possible. As discussed in the response
to comment AS#63, ALR’s consultant believes that it is likely
that TCE is degrading to I,I-DCE at this location ("1990 Annual
Report, Waste Disposal and Ground Water Monitoring, Azusa Land
Reclamation Landfill, Azusa, California", prepared by Law
Environmental, Inc., January 28, 1991.

AJ#~se. "When concentrations of I,I-DCE began to increase in thla well
(WIlAZW01), concentrations of PCE also increased dramatical1~o Since PCE is a
mor~e chlorlnated solvent than TCE, this increase i8 inconsistent with the
hypothesis of biodsgradation."

EPA ResPonse: The increase in PcE is much less "dramatic"’ than
the increase in I,I-DCE, and PCE concentrations subsequently
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decreased. An increase in PCE concentrations is not necessarily
"inconsistent"with the hypothesis of degradation. There are

ma~y factors that impact the concentrations observed at the
wells, including the location and nature of (particularly
variability in) the contaminant source.

&J#69. "It ks unclear why discussions of facilities that are not within the
geographlo boundaries of the SUers included in the text. These discus~slons
provide little or no assistance in quantifTing degradation of chlorinated
sol,,ents."

EPA Response: The purpose of the discussion is to briefly
examine whether biological degradation of CVOCs may be occu].-ring
in the OU area; not to quantify its rate. To accomplish this
task, we selected facilities where deep vadose zone and
groundwater investigation work had been completed and where the
investigation had verified the presence of potential degradation
products (dichloroethane, dichloroethene, or vinyl chloride). We
knew of only two facilities in the OU area which met these
criteria (as of mid 1992); therefore the evaluation was expanded
to include three other facilities in the San Gabriel Basin.
Subsurface conditions do differ in different portions of the
Basin, but evidence of degradation outside of the OU area is
relevant to its potential in the OU area.

AJ#70. "Figures 3-11 and 3-12 indicate that nltra%e concentrations greater
then the MCL Are probably already present in portions of the OU. "

EP~e~ponse: Comment noted.

xj#’~1. "In what wells did depth-sp.ciflc sampling of nitrate occur? Were data
complete enough to identify a potential hlgh-nitrate soue?"

~P~.Response: Figure 1-4 in the FS lists the wells in the OU

area where depth-specific sampling occurred. Depth-specific
nitrate samples were collected from all of these wells. As
stated on page 3-44, nitrate concentrations appeared to be fairly
uniform across the upper 400 to 500 feet of the aquifer.

AJ#72. "Radon is not listed in Table 4-2, however it is included in Tables II--
5 and II-6. The exclusion of radon from Table 4-2 implies that there are no
chemical-specific "applicable" requirements for this chemical. A TBC level of
105 pCi/L for radon is listed on Table 4-3, however a "treatment obJoctive" of
300 pCi/L is listed on Tables 11-5 and 11-6. It is assumed that this
objective is based on the proposed MCL; this value is therefore considered to
be a TBC. The basis of the number used as the treatment objective should be
discussed in Section 4, and clearly idontified es a TBC."

~PA Response: Commentor is correct that the basis of the 300
pCi/L treatment objective for radon is the proposed MCL (as
stated on page 8-10 as part of the discussion of treatment

200

Appendix B, page 231



0

Baldwin Park ROD

process options) and that until completion of the Record of
Decision this objective is a "To Be Considered" (TBC).

AS#73. "How was the ,ater froaPA pumping tests discharged? Was the water
from 8pinner l~ging and depth eampllng dlscharged to ¯ storm sewer, recharge
hasln, or discharged dlrectlT to the surface?"

EPAs_~: Groundwater pumped during EPA-sponsored spinner
logging and depth-specific sampling of wells in the Baldwin Park
area was discharged either to a local water distribution system
(well numbers 08000060 and 01900031) or to nearby flood control
channels either by pipe or through storm drains (well numbers
01900882, 71903093, 01900029, 01900035, and 08000093). The
pumping rates, volumes, and quality of water discharged are
described in the following two documents:

"Sampling and Analysis Plan for Well Logging and Depth-
Specific Sampling of Wells, San Gabriel Area 5 Remedial
Investigation. Prepared for EPA Region IX by CH2M HI[~.
September 5, 1990."

"Technical Memorandum, Well Logging and Depth-Specific
Sampling, San Gabriel Area 5 Remedial Investigation.
Prepared for EPA Region IX by CH2M HILL. December 2, 1991."

The rationale used to select the method of discharge is described
in:

"Draft Technical Memorandum, Disposal Alternatives for Water
Generated During Well Logging, Depth-Specific Sampling, and
Wellhead Sampling, Area 5 Remedial Investigation, San
Gabriel Basin. Prepared for EPA Region IX by CH2M HI]iL.
January 28, 1991."

All three of these documents are included in the Baldwin Park
Operable Unit Administrative Record (Administrative Record
Numbers 181, 203, and 276).

KS#74. "The requirements for aesthetic qualities of treated water should be
similar to those for uncontaminated water that currently goes into the
purveyor’8 distribution E¥etem."

~PA Response: comment noted.

KS#75. "Sufficient information in Subarea 3 are not available to "demonstrate
that motion is necessary to stabilize the mite.."

EPA Response: We disagree. See Response A for a detailed
response to the plume stabilization and plume equilibrium
h~otheses offered by the San Gabriel Basin Industry Coalition as
reasons for delaying action in Subarea 3.
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AJ#’76° "Rll chemicals reported as detected in the OU have been included| as
chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) in the risk assessment. EPA has:
outlined specific suggestions for selecting COPCs Am the /zimk ~sem~at
Gui~amQe ~o= SX~fumd (R~GSI EP~, 1989); none of the EPA approaches to
identify COpes were incorporated in this O~Fs. These include, but are not
limited to the followingt a. Ellmlnation of chemicals that were detected
infrequemtly (e.g., less than 5 percent)t b. Comparison of common laboratory
contulmante (e.g., methylene chloride, acetone) in site-speclflc samples to
labora%~ and field blanks. These chemicals would bs retained as COPCa only
if the concontwation in the site sample exceeds I0 %~nes the maximum
com=sntration detected in anI �orresponding blank sample.

App:LFAng the above rules would eliminate at least eth¥1benzene, methylene
chlorlde, and xylena(s) as copes. Insufficient information is available on
blank data %o assess whether acetone would also be eliminated as a COPC.,
Please explain the rationale for not following the RIGS protocol?"

~PA Respo,]s~: The methodology used in the Baldwin Park

Feasibility Study to select copes is consistent with EPA
guidance. The "specific suggestions" referred to in EPA’s Risk
Assessment Guidance (RAGs) are optional approaches offered if the
number of COPCs is so large as to make the risk assessment

unreasonably burdensome (see RAGS, page 5-20). The number of
chemicals evaluated in the risk assessment was reasonable and
manageable; nothing would be gained by eliminating any of the

chemicals.

Also, there is no justification for eliminating methylene
chloride or acetone as COPCs. These chemicals can result from
laboratory contamination during sample analysis, but in the
Baldwin Park area both acetone and methylene chloride are known
to have been widely used by industry as raw materials and

solvents.

AJ#77. "The data set chosen for analysis in the risk assessment included only
the CLP data, even though other data also exist for the OU. The use of a data
set of only l year’s duration can sometimes significantly change the estimated
exposure concentrations, the copes Bel~cted for ¯nalysis (because ¯ddltion¯l
data can allow elimination of more chemlcsls as COPes, baaed on frsquency of
detection), and resulting risks, compared with for example the use of a data
set for m 3-year duration. The uncertainties associated with use of ¯
selected data met should be discussed in further detail."

EPA Response: Only CLP data were used in the risk assessment
because these data are of known, high quality. Inclusion of non-
CLP data would not, however, significantly change the risk
estimate. Inspection of Figure 7-1, which summarizes both CLP and

non-CLP data, indicates that the chemicals detected and their
average concentrations during the specified time period-do not
differ significantly.

AJ#~I8. "It is unclear why "nondetects" from upgrsdient wells were removed from
the data set prior to conducting the statistical analysis. Removal of these
dJtta results in the prediction of higher average and 95 percent upper
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confidence limit (UCL) estimatea in the OU. Please substantiate this
appz~ach."

EPA Response: "Nondetects" from one well (VI0 MMWI) and the
lower depth intervals of a second well (EPA 5-1) were not used to
estimate exposure to contaminated groundwater. The use of
non detects from these two wells or from any of the hundreds of
other wells located in clean areas of the San Gabriel Basin would
misleadingly decrease the exposure estimate, in effect diluting
the known areas of contamination. The purpose of the risk
analysis is to estimate the risk resulting from exposure to
contaminated groundwater, not to estimate the obviously
insignificant risk from clean portions of the aquifer.

~J#79, "~dditional specific information is needed to assess the approa~’-h used
in Qstimatlng exposure point concentrations for the risk assessment. :It is
stated in RAGS that a well-by-well analysis should be conducted to est4Lmate
chemical concentrations in groundwater for the purposes of the risk
assessment. It is stated in the OUFS that the data evaluation conducted for
the risk assemsment significantly reduced the estimated exposure point
concentrations used in the analysis; it is unclear without additional
information and a detailed data evaluation whether or not this is actually the
case. Please provide the information necessary to conduct an independent
analysis of the methods used."

EPA~D~I~: EPA guidance explicitly recommends using average
values for the concentration term in Superfund risk assessments
(see OSWER 9285.7-081, May 1992, included in the Administrative
Record). Commentor is incorrect in stating that RAGS requires a
well by well analysis.

We are unclear what additional information the commentor
req~/ires; we believe that the FS provides all data needed to
estimate exposure concentrations and explains the methodology
clearly. Table 5-2 lists individual water quality results; text
on page 5-9 explains how the analytical results were analyzed;
and Table 5-3 presents the results of the analysis.

AS#80. It is unclear whether the statistical analyses were conducted with
proper regard to elevated detection limits (if applicable; no discussion was
fo=nd in the text)¯ The EPA default approach of applying one-half the CRQL
for all nondetects was used in the analysis. Use of one-half an elevated CRQL
can somet.imes increase the exposure point concentration estimates
slgn£ficantly, and, with very potent carcinogens, can make an important
difference in the results of %ha risk assessment.

~:    Inspection of Table 5-2 (which lists detection
l~sits for all samples) indicates that detection limitswere not
elevated. They are less than or equal to 1 ug/l for all
analyses.
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AI~o, the approach used in the risk assessment was to assume one-
half the detection limit (not one-half of t~e CRQL) if a chemical
was not detected in a particular sample.

AS#81. "Please provide deta£1ed information on the statistical approach used
in the anal~Jis, so that an independent review of the assessment can bet
conducted. Some of the results of the statistical analysis ¯p~ar to be of
concert. For example, AS shown on Tables A-I through A-4 (Appendix ~),
concentrations for many of the COPCs were predicted to be the sa_~fi for both
the average And 95 UCL concentration, raising questions about the use of
elevated detection limits, robustness of the data set, etc. In addition, as
shown inTablo 5-3, the stand¯rd dav£¯tion for TCKisquite high (e.g.,
average concentr¯tion of 55.1 - 107.8 mg/1), indicating high v¯riabil~;yin
the data set for this chemlc¯l. This standard deviation seems to indlc¯te
high unco~alnty in the "actual" average and 95 UCL concentrations, since TCE
iS the rlsk "driver" for the OU, ¯ change in the concentration data, and/or
the assumptions used to develop these concentrations could dramatlcally¯ffact
the results of the risk assessment."

EPA Response:    The expression of "concern" for the results of
the statistical analysis is unfounded. As described in response
to the previous comment, detection limits are not elevated. Nor
is the absence of a "normal" distribution or the level of
variability in the data unusual for environmental sampling; we
believe that it does not warrant additional or more sophisticated
analyses.

We agree that a higher concentration estimate, particularly for
TCE, would change the risk estimate. The impact of assuming a
higher TCE concentration is easily predicted, however. If the
peak TCE concentration from all of the sampled water supply wells
(450 us/l) were used in the risk estimate rather than the 95th
UCL (96.9 us/l), the RME risk estimate would increase from
7 x i0-s to approximately 2 x i0°4.

Aj#82. "ETA (1989) indicates that the lower of the maximum concentrat~*n and
the 95 UCL should be used to represent the exposure point concentration for
the reasonable maximum exposure (RME) scenario. No dlscus~ion was fo~d in
the text concerning this; more information (i.e., maxlmumdetected ch~slcal
concentrations) is needed to ensure that the lower of the two values was need
in all =asea."

EPA ResDonse:    Maximum concentrations are easily determined from
a ’visual inspection of Table 5-2. A comparison of Tables 5-2 and
5-13 shows that the 95th UCL is lower than the maximum
concentration for all contaminants, with three exceptions. The
exceptions are benzene (UCL=0.5; maximum=0.5J), ethylbenzene
(~CL=0.5; maximum=0.4J), and methylene chloride (UCL=0.5;
maximum=O.2J). The risk resulting from exposure to the three
contaminants listed as exceptions does not contribute measurably
to the total risk estimate.
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~#83. "The lower of the state and federal MCLs for each COPC is listed in
Table 5-3; these values include proposed MCLs in several cases. The document
should clearly outline which of these chemicals are considered TBCs, and which
¯ re considered to h¯ "applicable" ARAR8o In addition, existing NCLa for each
of the ch~aic¯is with ¯ p~oposed MCL should be presented, if available."

EPA ResD0nse: The values listed in Table 5-3 are State or
Federal MCLs. All are ARARs. No proposed MCLs are listed. See

Table 4-2 for a complete list of State and Federal MCLs.

EJ#84. "Because the lower of the chemlc¯l-speclflc state and/or federal HCLs
is considered to he ¯nARRR for that chemical in groundwater in the Baldwin
Park OU, it was unnecessary to retain all chemlc¯la ¯m copes for evaluation in
the risk assessment. Using ¯ prelimfn¯rF screening of 95 UCL chemical
concentrations ¯g¯inat the lower of the state and/or fedora1MCLs listed on
Table 5-3, the following chemlo¯ls could be dropped from the risk ¯sea=smear,
¯ s they are less than the MCLz 1,1,I-TCA, 1,1-DCA, benzene, chloroform,
eth¥1benzene, methylene chloride, toluene, tr¯ns-l,2-DCE, and xylene(s)."

EPA RespQ~s~:    This comment duplicates a previous comment. See
response to comment AS#76.

AS#85. "Exposure point concentrations were estimated assuming that the data
set was normally distributed. More often than not, environmental data are
lognormall¥ distributed, indicating that use of the arithmetic mean and the
upper 95 percent confidence limit of the arithmetic mean (95 UCL) may not
appz~priately represent the data set. Rather, the use of the geometric mean
and its corresponding 95 UCL may be more appropriate to represent groundwater
concentratlons in the OU. Depending on the methods used in data compil¯tlon,
statlmtics, and data ev¯lu¯tlon, the use of the geo~trlc mean can reduce
-eslumed" awerage and ~ ch~ical concentrations by up to several orders of
magnitude, This reduction can dr¯matlc¯lIy decrease risks predicted in ¯ risk
assessment. Methods to assess the normality of the4~ata set are readily
available, an¯ are �o~nly ¯pplled at NPLzltem. These methodm should be
used for assessing the normality of the data set, and the results of this
analysis should be used in estimating exposure point concentrations for usa in
the risk assessment."

SPA Response: We disagree that additional analyses of the
distribution of the data are needed (i.e., normal, log-normal) or
that the risk estimate should make use of a geometric mean. EPA
guidance (see OSWER 9285.7-081, May 1992, included in the
Administrative Record) specifically recommends use of the
arithmetic mean "regardless of ... the type of statistical
distribution that might best describe the sampling data.’! The

guidance further states "The geometriG mean ... bears no logical
connection to the cumulative intake that would result from long-
term contact with site contaminants..."

A~#86o "In osti~natlng exposure point concentrations, groundwater data :from the
sntlr¯ OU was used, without regard to the locatlon of existing municipal or
water purweyor wells. Alternative methods for use in a risk assessment
include estimating potentlal health effects on an area-~pecific basis (e.g.e
generating health risk isopleths for the entire area, to reflect the
si~Ificant differences in chemical concentrations distributed throug~ut the
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OU; conducting the risk assessment with consideration of current wellhead
concentrations, rather %hanan estimated average or 95 UCLs use of well-bF-
wa~L1 data, as atatedabovo),etc. Risk asssssm6nta conducted on an OU basis
increase the ~ucertainty of the assessment, and oversimplify %he complex
conditions in the distribution of groundwater contaminants. A risk assessment
considering the differing concentrations throughout the OU could be useful in
both defining the "aetna1" risk (e.g., from wellheads cur.earlF in use), would
more appropriateIy deflne the potmntlal future risk in each area, and would be
useful in helplng deflne speclfic areas possibly needing remediatlon."

EPA Response:    We agree that more complicated methodologies
could beused to estimate concentrations, butbelieve that they
are unnecessary. The conclusion of the risk assessment, that
remedial action is warranted in portions of the aquifer
contaminated above drinking water standards, would not change.

AJ#87. "The risk assessment used an average daily drinking water intake value
of 2 L/day; this value shonld be 1.4 L/day, based on 50th percentile adult
ingestion rates provlded in the zxposure Factors Handbook (EPA, 1990)."

EPA Response:    Use of 2 L/day is consistent with U.S. EPA Region

IX recommendations. Page 9 of the Risk Assessment Guidance for
Superfund Human Health Risk Assessment, U.S. EPA Region IX

Recommendations (Interim Final, 12./15/89) states: "The
traditional default values of 2 L/day water ingestion ... should
be used for both "Average" and "Reasonable Maximum" scenarios in
Region IX risk assessments. This deserves special notice since

national guidance is to use intake assumptions from the Exposure
Factors Handbook, which presents different average values." The
guidance is included by reference in the Baldwin Park

Administrative Record (AR#403).

AJ#B8. "~he inhalation Slope factor for TCE has recently been reduced :from
0.017 to 0.006 mg/kq/day"~ as recommended by ZP&’s Office of Health and
Znv£ronmental Assessment (~PA, 1992). Although the text indicates that the
new slope factor was used in the analy~i~, Tables 5-5, A-I and A-2 indicate
that the old slope factor of 0.017 was actually used. The TeE risks should be
recalculated using T.he new slope factor, and the FS and communlty relations
fact sheet should be updated to reflect this change."

~P~esponse:    The first statement, that the inhalation slope
factor for TCE has been revised, is correct. The revised,
provisional value, 0.006, was not used in the Baldwin Park OU
risk assessment since it was published after the risk assessment
was completed.

The second sentence in the comment is incorrect. The text (p.5-

17) and the Tables all indicate that the old, unrevised value,
0.017, was used.

Use of the revised slope factor would not affect EPA’s decision
to take action or the scope of the action. Commentor presents
the impact of this change in comment AJ#92.
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AJ#89. "In addltion, TCE (which may be on ¯ cont£nuumbetween ¯possible and
probable human carcinogen [EPA, 1992]) has not been assigned either an
inhalation or ingestion reference dose (RfD) on IRIS. Thus, the information
on Tables 5-5, A-3, and A-4, which present an RfD and the calculations of
noncarcinogeni= health effects from exposure to TCE, should be corrected. A
value of 0.006 was erroneously listed on these Tables as an RfD, rather than
as the slope factor for the chemical."

EPA~:    The RfD of 0.006 listed for TCE is Correct. This
provisional oral RfD value was derived by EPA’s Environmental
Criteria and Assessment Office. A copy of an EPA memcrand~
documenting the RfD is included in the Administrative Record.

The memo is from Joan Dollarhide to Stan Smucker, dated 4/13/92.

AJ#90. "In the characterization of potential health risk, chemicals considered
to be known or potential carcinogens should be combined using the carcinogenic
wei¶|ht of evidence (WOE). EPA (1989) recommends that Croup A carclnogQns
should be summed separately from Be, B2, and C carcinogens. Thus, risk
characterization re£ults should be separately presented for each of the four
WOE categoriesr rather than summing all four categories. In the risk
assessment, all carcinogens were mummed as if they ware all "known" h~aan
carcinogens, without consideration of the WOE. Please revise the risk
assessment accordingly to follow EPA’s protocol for risk characterization
(rP;L, 1989)."

~PA Response:    The method used in the Baldwin Park OU risk
assessment is consistent with and explicitly described in EPA
guidance (RAGs). RAGs states:

"The cancer risk equation for multiple substances sums all
carcinogens equally, giving as much weight to class D or C
as to class A carcinogens."

AJ#91. -Based on the erroneous RfD used for risk characterization, the
resulting hazard quotients (Tables 5-6, A-3, and A-4) of 0.25 and 0.44~ for
average and RME cases (for both hgest£on and inhalation exposures),
respectively, should be deleted and replaced with zeros in each case. In
addltlon, the resulting hazard index is changed signlficantly by this mistake;
previous results Indicated total noncarcinogenIc hazard indices of 1.0 and 1.8
for average and RME scenarios, respectively (Tables A-3 and A-4}. New hazard
indices of 0.5 and 0.92 for average and R ME, respectively, are calculated when
this mistake is corrected. While the initial results indicated that 1~ere may
be a concern for toxic effects from the noncarcinogenI= chemicals in
groundwater, the results of this change indicate that noncarcinogenic health
off!acts arm NOT expecte~ fron the presence of these chemicals (using the
as|~umption that a hazard index greater than 1.0 indicates that adverse impacts
ma]’ occur/ ~a, ~9B9). "

EPA Response:    Commentor is incorrect in asserting that EPA used
an erroneous RfD. As noted in response to comment A~#89, EPA
properly assumed an RfD of 0.006 for TCE. The hazard quotients

of 1.0 and 1.8 remain valid.

AJ#92. "similarly, the risk characterization results for hypothetical cancer
risks from exposure to TCE were also calculated incorrectly. As indicated
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EPA Response: Commentor is correct that the slope factor for TCE
has been revised downward from 0.017 to 0. 006 mg/kg/day°I. Use
of the revised slope factor would not affect EPA’s decision to
take action or the scope of the action.

AJ#~)3. "Although the text has a detailed discussion of the environmental
species that are present in the Santa Fe Dam area (pp.5-22 to 5-27 ), only one
statement linking potential environmental exposures with groundwater
�on(;entrationa was found. This sole reference cited an average concentration
of less than i ug/l PCE and TCE in Well 08000070, used to fill the recreation
lake. No surface water data are presented in the ~S, and therefore
connidering the volatile nature of PCE end TCE, there is ¯ strong possibility
that no environmental exposures are occurring."

EPIC: We agree.

AJ#94. "Groundwater injection wells and aquifer recharge via surf¯ca dlsch¯rge
should be incorporated into Table 6-I as general response actions to control
contaminant migration (hydr¯ullc containment)."

~_~ Response: comment noted.

~J#95. "Table 6-2 Table 6-2 contains a common mistake. In Situ Treatment and
Water Use are not really eRAs that address the response objective. They ¯re
Jult parts of Potential groundwater extraction alternatives; analogous to
choosing a turbine versus ¯ submersible pump. That is, they are just process
options. Similarly, aquifer re=harge should be separated from water uas
because it is most commonly combined with groundwater ~xtractlon to effect
hydraulic containment, a "general response action".

~2~_2~=~P~l~fi: In sltu treatment is presented as a General
Response Action since many in situ treatment methods (e.g.,
passive funnel and gate systems} do not involve groundwater
extraction. Still, we appreciate the suggestions on alternative
ways to present the results of the response action/technology
screening process.

AJ#96. "In-situ Treatment - The comment in the applicability column on
by-products suggests that the only in-sltu method considered was
biotrestment. Was air sparging considered? The aquifer and vadose zone are
suf~.~iciently permeable and the predominant chemicals are volatile. Sin ca the
constituents of concern do not biodegrade easily under aerobic conditions, by-
products are not a concern. The problems with groundwater extraction,
inc]Luding water disposal issues, warrants a more detailed evaluation of other
options."

EPA Response: See Response E for a detailed evaluation of air
sparging.
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AS#97. "Groundwater Extraction - Although extraction may remove high levels of
VOCx, the effectiveness is location dependent. If the remedy is focused
aolmly on migration control, the Table shows that ¯ d0wngr&dlent location is
preferable. However, if the well is downgradient, the "yes" in the remu.val
column changes to ¯ "no’."

SPA ResDonSe: We agree that effectiveness is location-dependent.
We note that a well located at and within the downgradient end of

contamination could achieve both objectives of migration control
and removal of high-level of contamination.

AS#98. "When ¯ relatlwely small area of varr high concentrations are known to
exist ¯x in this OU, extraction is more logS=ally located there to remove the
high levels and prevent their migration downgradient. Only then should both
coluxms on Table 6-2 [forths "groundwater extraction antrl] contain ¯ "yes"
response."

EPA Re~Donsg: We are unsure of the "relatively small area o£
very high concentrations" to which commentor refers. As pointed
out in response to other comments, the number of monitoring wells
are too few to define individuals plumes. See Response B for a
discussion of the alternative approaches for locating extraction
wells in areas with multiple sources.

AJ#99. "Groundwater Extraction -- According tO the table, groundwet,r
extraction with the wellhead treatment option ks not capable of ramovlng high
levels of contamination or providing a degree of migration control. This is
incorrect. A wellhead treatment system on ¯ production wall with relatively
high concentrations ~ remove high levels of contamination. If pumpimg is
sufficient, At maF also provide ¯ degree of contelnmmnt. A well does not have
to pump continuously to ~ in migration control, contaminants that begin
to migrate past thm influence of a pumping well may be "recaptured" when
pumping resumes."

EPA-R~sponse: We agree that treatment systems installed on
production wells with relatively high concentrations will remove
high levels of contamination and will, if suitably located,
contribute to migration control. We also agree that inter~ittent
pumping can contribute to migration control.

AS#100. "The note in the applicability column states that "(E)xisting
do~lgradlent wells are not optimally located for migration control’. However,
2 of the 3 proposed extraction locations in Subarea 3 are existing
8o~gradisnt wells."

~PA ResDonse: We agree. The text in the FS should state "that
existing wells are not suitably located to fully satisfy EPA’s
migration control objective.

A~#101. "Please provide the rationale to anpportEPA*s decision to not include
optimizing mass removal of chemicals from the aquifer to compliment ~Le OU
"migration control" objective. Current data indicates the presence o~[
separate and distinct source areas of chemicals in the OU that if continued to
be ignored, will further degrade aquifer conditions and increase the cost and
time necessary to implement effective migration control and aquifer
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remodlatlon measures. HLA’s independent analysis of aquifer conditions
indicates that a source control action which maximizes mass removal action
could compliment migration control, and thereby further optimize the remedial
rts]~<mse obJectiTe for the OU."

SPA Response: Mass removal is an objective of the Baldwin Park
OU. See Response B for additional details on how the remedial

objectives of migration control and mass removal will be
translated into extraction rates, locations, and other project

details.

See: Response B for additional explanation of EPA’s strategy for
ad~cessing known or suspected source areas.

AJ#102. "EPA’8 primary response objective is stated to be "migration control’,
with "mass removal" as a secondary objective. The LARWQCB has a parallel
reslponsibillty to affect "source control’. Baaed on the goal of selecting a
remedial alternative that is compatible with the final remedy, and baaed on
the fact that migration control may at least be in place through production,
the most effective way to control migration may he to reduce the source term.
Therefore "source control" or maximizing "mass removal" should be considered
objectives equivalent to "migration control" or should be combined into a
simgla response objective for the OU."

EPA Response: We agree that the remedy for the Baldwin Park area
should address the sources of the contamination. The extraction
and treatment facilities included in Subarea i in the selected
remedy will "reduce the source term" by limiting the impact of
any residual surface or subsurface contamination on portions of
the aquifer downgradient of the Subarea.

We are unclear of the impact, if any, of restating or re-ranking
the two remedial objectives of migration control and mass removal
as suggested in the comment. Instead, we present in Response B
guidelines for translating the remedial objectives into

extraction rates, locations, and other project details.

Aj#103. "The remediai re=pones objective of inhibiting contaminant migration
from highly contaminated areas i8 currently being achieved through production
well pumping in Subarea 3. This objective could also be achieved in S1~berea 1
bI groundwater extraction from the most highly contaminated area upgredlent
from the proposed extraction weLLs. Proposed extraction clusters are more
than L-mile downgradient from these high concentrations."

EP,A ~esDonse: There is no evidence to support the assertion that
production well pumping in Subarea 3 is achieving EPA"s remedial
objectives in the Subarea. See Response A for a detailed
response to thi~ plume stabilization or no migration hypothesis.

Also see Response B for explanation of EPA’s proposed pumping
configuration.
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AJ#104. "Please prowlde the rationale to conclude that "the remedy will be
optimlsed in 8i=e and configuration for migration control rather that ~ta8
removal". The optinisation process should balance migration control and mass
remo,’al objectives. A "balanced" response objective that would" optimize the
"tine- and cost-savings" provfded by anOU interinaution should be
Incox~oratedo"

EPA~: The decision to make migration control the primary
objective of the Baldwin Park OU is consistent with EPA
regulations and guidance and experience at other contaminated
groundwater sites. See pp. 6-1 through 6-13 for references to
relevant EPA regulations and guidance. Also see response to
comment AJ#102 and Response B which presents guidelines for
translating the remedial objectives into extraction rates,
locations, and other project details.

AJ#105° "It isimplied that EPA’s interinaction will resolve the items cited
as "Reasons Not to Delay Action". Please explain how the interlm action will
resolve each of the five item. discussed on pages 6-11 through 6-12."

EPA Response: As stated in the Proposed Plan, EPA’s selected
remedy would:

- Limit further migration of highly contaminated groundwater
into less contaminated and uncontaminated portions of the
aquifer [reducing the potential for human exposure];
Reduce, but not necessarily eliminate, the need for water
purveyors with wells in the Baldwin Park area to install
treatment
Reduce the cost and difficulty of operating existing
treatment facilities by preventing highly contaminated[
groundwater from reaching existing facilities

¯ Reduce the likelihood that future increases in contaminant
concentrations at active water supply wells will result in
"emergencies" requiring immediate actions such as relocating
wells to clean areas

¯ Reduce the eventual cost, difficulty, and time required for
complete cleanup of all or portions of the aquifer. {If no
action is taken, continued contaminant migration would
result in the need to treat larger volumes of contaminated
water and may result in the increased presence of v!~l
chloride or other CVOC degradation products that are more
difficult to treat or more toxic than the parent compounds)

AJ#106. "The Itatement "Groundwater contamination in the OU area ii known to
be spreading into lem8 contaminated and uncontaminated portions of the
aquifer’, has not been substantiated by ¯ technical evaluation of available
data commensurate with the importance of this conclusion."

EPje~: We disagree. See Response A.
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AJ#10?. "As noted in previous sections in this document, the downgradiem~ part
of ~he plume ienot well defined. Current pumping and wellhead treatment will
prowLde ¯ measure of Containment downgradient and permit time to continue
need,~1 ~vee~igationa in this ¯tea. This would ensure that the &tel ks
properly characterized before money ks spent unnecessarily."

EPA Response: Current pumping is inadequate to meet EPA’s
remedial objectives. This conclusion is supported bythe

evaluation of the "no action" alternative included in Section 12
of the FS. Also see Response A for discussion of the (limited)
value of conducting additional investigations before selection of

a remedy.

AJ#108. "Please explain EPA’s conclusion that "the partitioning of more
contaminant mass from the dissolved to the eorbed phase" would occur in the
aquifer [p.6-12]. Since partitioning is an equilibrium driven process it is
unclear how time will increase contaminants eorbed to aquifer materials.."

EPA Response: As contaminated groundwater moves into clean or
less contaminated areas, additional contaminant mass would
partition from the dissolved into the sorbed phase.

AJ#|.09. "After reviewing EPA water quality data and LARWQ~B files, no facility
in *:he OU has been found where concentrations of DCE, DCA and vinyl chloride
increase with time. Vinyl chloride has only boon detected in a few wells in
the entire OU. Most of the detections were random, one-tlme hits at low
©oncentrmtiona."

~pA Response:    As stated in the FS, the text does not refer
specifically to facilities in the OU area. (The last paragraph
on p.6-12 reads: "At numerous facilities in the San Gabriel

Valley...") In addition, the text does not state that DCE, DCA,
and, vinyl chloride are increasing. It states that concentrations
of "DCE, DCA, or vinyl chloride increase with time."

There is only one facility in the OU area with a long enouglh data
record to evaluate changes in vinyl chloride concentrations with
time. At this facility (the ALR landfill), trends at one well do
indicate that landfill-influenced degradation may be occurring.

AJ#110. "In order to evaluate the issue of biodegradation, existing trends
should be examined. The lengthy diEcussion in Section 3 only explains the
concept and presents summery data on potential degradation products from two
OU facilities. Water quality data should be analyzed over time to see what
conclusions oan be made regarding the regional groundwater flow regime."

~PA Response: we agree that additional evaluations are possible.

Also see response to comment Aj#69.

AJ#lll. "A cursorF review of all of the detections presented on EPA’e
concentration maps of potential degradation compounds in Section 3 reveals
that an overall increase in degradation products ks Dot occurring. Of the 15
wells that have recently detected 1,2 DCA or I,I DCE (FigUreS 3-4 an4L 3-5),
there are no wells that have increasing trends of both compounds over lhhe last
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5-1earl0 Less than 20 percent of the wells contain increasing trends fox,
either of the two compounds. Attachment A data indicate that there has been
on1T one detection of Tinyl chloride (2 ppb) in the OU area in the last few
y@arJ ¯"

~PA Response: An overall increase in all degradation products
would not necessarily be expected even if biodegradation is
occurring. Given the complex contaminant distribution in the
area (probably numerous sources and plumes), degradation may be
occurring at different rates along different degradation pathways
in different areas depending on local conditions (both source-
related conditions and physical conditions).

It is not clear how the determination that both 1,2-DCA and i, I-
DCE are not increasing at any wells impacts an evaluation of
degradation. As shown in Figure 3-10, these two compounds are
not in the same degradation sequence and would not be expected to
both be increasing for degradation of a given plume or
contaminant source.

AJ#112. "In the case of thlm OU, additional monitoring may be necessary in
order to ~ropose a remedial action."

~p~ Response: This comment duplicates previous comments. As
stated previously, we do not believe that additional monitoring
is needed before remedy selection. See Response A for additional
details.

AJ#113. -Continued pumping or increased pumping at selected water supply wells
can also inhlhlt contaminant migration. Watermaster’m institutional authority
can assist in achieving EPA objectives."

EPA ResDonse: We agree.

AJ#114. "This paragraph [p.6-14, paragraph 2] verr effectively describes the
concept that should be applied to groundwater extraction An the OU. ~th mass
removal and migration control can be achieved through extraction at the source
area(m) where concentrations are the highest. WhT not propose extraction
north of 1--210 Freeway where concentrations of some Compounds are orders of
magnitude higher than other wells in the OU."

EPA s~: This comment duplicates previous comments. See
Response B for a detailed response. We note that concentrations

of some contaminants in the Baldwin Park area south of the I 210
freeway are the same order of magnitude as concentrations north
of the I210 freeway. For example, 9,800 ug/l PCE was measured at
MW-3 at the Aerojet facility (5/93), versus concentrations as
high as 32,000 PCE at WIOWOMWI (8/93). The difference is a
factor of three, not "orders of magnitude."

AJ#115. "Please provide the documentation and describe the results of the
-bench-scale osono/hydrogen peroxide study that was completed using
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EPA~:    The results of this work can be found in two
papers referenced in the FS, both by Bellamy, William, et al
(1989 and March/April1991). The 1991 article is available in

the Research Journal, Water Pollution control Federation, Volume
63, Number 2.

~J#|.16. "Please provide the defhition and significance of use of the term
"assimilable" organic compounds."

~PA ResDon~e: The term "assimilable" is defined as "capable of
being assimilated." Assimilable organic compounds (AOC) are
compounds that can be converted by microorganisms into protoplasm

and assimilate into their cell mass. The amount of these
compounds present in the ozonated water is higher than in the
untreated water.

AJ#~LIT. "The lamt sentence of this page [p6-25] is unclear. Should it read
-OAC filter [or? ] through biological degradation"T"

~PA Response: The referenced sentence is correct as written. To

some extent, the granular activated carbon (GAC) filter will
become biologically active. Because the listed compounds are
readily biodegradable, they can be effectively removed by even
this limited biological activity.

AJ#118. "Aquifer recharge can help control contaminant migration onl~ if
recharge occurs at a desirable locatlon."

EPA Response: We agree. Also see response to comment AJ#179.

AJ#119. "~ne effects of increased spreading on contaminant transport must be
fully evaluated prior to remedy implementation."

~pA Response: EPA believes that it has completed adequate
evaluations of the impacts of recharge to support the selection
of remedy. Also see response to comments AJ#179

KJ#120. "As stated in the document, a combination of treatment processes may
be the most �ost effective. Where are technology , combinations evaluated in
this document?-

EPA Response: See Section 8 for an evaluation of two
combinations of treatment technologies (treatment technolc~..V.{
trains) : air stripping followed by liquid phase carbon, and
Advanced Oxidation Processes followed by liquid phase carbon.
Section 8 also includes a discussion of the potential merits of
two-stage air stripping (p.8-41).

AJ#121. "Treatment facilities currently exist in the basin. The Main San
Ombriel Basin Watermaster end the San oabriel Water Quality Authority, as well
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aa Indlvldual water purveyors have been aohive In the deslgnand Installatlcn
of ~ellhaad tree,sent facilltlea in this OU. Data from these installatlona
would provide practical information on apeCific treatment technologies,
operating problems, an4 coats. Were these data ua~ in the development of
remedial actions? Why were they not referenced in the section on technolo~
screening? Were they considered in the coat development?"

EPA Response: The experience of water purveyors and the San
Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority were considered during the
development of remedial alternatives. They confirm EPA’s
conclusions that either air stripping or liquid phase carbon may
be effective technologies depending on the precise mix on
contaminants. Data from existing San Gabriel Basin treatment
facilities were not used in the cost evaluation since contaminant
concentrations differ from those expected in EPA’s selected
remedy. Contaminant concentrations influence carbon usage, which
is one of the biggest contributors to operating costs. Nor were
local data used to "identify specific designs or O&M probl~as."

It may be worthwhile to complete an up-to-date evaluation of the
performance of existing treatment facilities in the San Gabriel
Basin during remedial design, but it isnot necessary or
appropriate as part of the remedy evaluation and selection
process.

AJ#122. "Please provide the details of the evaluation referenced in t~,
statement "Through an evaluation of the available groundwater qualltT data in
the OU area, three subareaa within the larger OU area have been identified

between which thorm appearm to be a a£gniflcant change in contaminant
concentrations.’’

EPA Response: This statement is further explained in the
descriptions of each of the three Subareas on pp. 7-2 through 7-
6. Also see Response B for additional discussion of the
importance of the Subareas.

AJ#123. "The dlvldLng line between Subarea I and 2 Is arbltrary. A more
precise representation would be to identify small hot spots aa Subarea i and
include the other Subarea 1 wells In an expanded Subarea 2. Over time, Well
WII~ZWO3 (Subarea 1) and Well 1900034 (Subarea 2) have had very ainilar total
VOC concentratlona. Similarly, data from other wells in Subarea I (omitted
from Figure 7-I) demonstrate that total VOC concentrat£onm do not change
significantly from Subarea I to Subarea 2. For example, the average total
VOC!a for all data presented in Subarea 2 on Figure 7-I la 450 ppb~ This ia
veET siJuLlar to other wells in Subarea I that are om~tted from the m~? let
]hAve ainilar LARWQCB data (WZIAZWOI m 387 ppb, WZONCMWI = &~6 ppb)."

EPA Response: The primary distinction between Subareas I and 2
i8 that within the boundaries of Subarea i there appea~ to be
significant and multiple sources of the groundwater
oontaminatlon. This interpretation is based on information on
the magnitude and duration of chemical usage, handling, and
disposal, and on the magnitude, extent, and pattern of
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contaminant concentrations in soil, soil gas, and groundwat~r at
industrial facilities in the Subarea.

In their comment, AeroJet/ALR compare Subareas 1 and 2 based on
average CVOC concentration. This comparison does not, as
claimed, demonstrate that CVOC concentrations do not change from
Subarea 1 to Subarea 2. Data presented in Section 7 and other
c~ments submitted by Aerojet/ALR demonstrate significantly
higher concentrations in Subarea 1 than in Subarea 2 (although in
cozmnent AJ#125, AeroJet/ALRprefer to label the higher
concentrations as anomalous). Instead, the comment highlights
the important point that Subarea 1 probably includes multiple
sources and plumes of contamination separated by less
contaminated areas, and is not a homogeneous area of
contamination. We also note that comparisons of concentrations
between wells must account for differences between wells in their
spatial relationship to the original spill or release, and
differences in construction. A well located at the centerline of
a plume will show a higher concentration than a well located at
the fringes Of the plume. Differences in construction are
evident in a comparison of wells installed at three different
facilities. Wells WIIAZW01 through WIIAZW09, for example, have
much longer screen lengths than the Aerojet wells or well
WIOWOMWI. The screen lengths for wells WIIAZW01 through WIIAZW09
exceed 200 feet; the screen lengths for the Aerojet wells and
well WI0WOMWI are 50 and 30 feet respectively.

Coz~mentor also recommends redefining Subarea I to include "small
hot spots." See Response B for a more detailed response to this
and other comments on the delineation and use of the Subareas.

~J#124. "There are more than five facilities being investigated in sub|Lrea i."

~pA Response: We agree, and do not state or imPlY otherwise..
The FS mentions five facilities with groundwater monitoring wells
located in the area of contamination (as of 9/92).

KJ#125. "There were 20monitoring wells in Subarea I at the time of rol~rt
publication. In contrast, there are only four wells in Subarea 2. Except for
2 small areas in Subarea i where uoncentrations are anomalously high, total
VOC~concontrat£ons are similar throughout both ~ubaream."

EPA ResPonse: This comment largely duplicates a previous
comment. See response to Aj#123 and Response B.

AJ#I26. "The impllcation that 1,2 DCA and l,l DCE concentrations are higher in
Subarea I is incorrect. Approximately 90 percent of the areal extent of 1,2
DCR, II sho~on Figure 3--4 Is inSubar0a 2 with the maximum concentration near
the, Subarea 3 boundary. Although the higher concentrations of I~I DCE are in
the downgradientportion of Subareal, the majority of the plume is located in
Subarea 2 (Figure 3-5)."
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EPA ResDoDs@:    The first sentence of this comment contends that
1,2-DCA and I,I-DCE concentrations are not higher in Subarea 1
than in the other Subareas. However, the third sentence of the
comment contradicts this by correctly pointing out that the
highest concentrations of l,l-DCEare found in Subarea 1. ;~cent
sampling of monitoring wells at the Aerojet and Wynn Oil
facilities has confirmed that the highest concentrations of 1,2-
DCA present in the OU area are found in Subarea 1.

The second and third sentences of this comment discuss the ~,.xtent
of contamination in the Subareas. It is unclear how these
statements are related to the maunltud~ of contamination being
discussed in the referenced text from the FS.

KJ#127. "Contradicting the statement that "Subarea 2 is located downgradient
Of ths main suspected source area’, review of the chemical data on Figure 7-I
indicates that the highest concentrations of chemicals in the OU have been
detected in Wells WIOWOMWl and V10VCMWI, north of the Foothill Freeway (210).
The southern terminus of Subarea 1 shown on Figure 7-1 Is 1.5- to 2-milel
downgradlent of theme ~dentSfSed "hot Ipo~’, respectively. Please explain
why the area north of the Foothill Freeway was not identified as a separate
S~barea."

EPA ResPonse: This comment largely duplicates previous occupants.
See Response B for additional explanation of EPA’s recommended
extraction scenario in Subarea i, particularly on the advantages
and disadvantages of delineating additional subareas (i.e.,
adding or moving extraction locations closer to wells WIOWO]~WI
and V10VCMW1).

We also note that contaminant concentrations indicative of
residual subsurface sources are present not only at the two wells
mentioned in the comment, but extend to within about one-half
mile of the southern boundary of Subarea 1 (as far south as well
OSCOMW2 ).

aJ#128. "It is also probable’ that chemical concentrations in Subarea 2 are the
result of "local" sources less "favorably" located with respect to exlatlng "
wells that have been sampled. Why are so few monitoring wells shown on Figure

EPA Besponse: The small number of monitoring wells in Subarea 2
reflects the small number of possible sources of contamination in
the Subarea. It is possible that there are significant sources
of groundwater contamination located in Subarea 2, but
investigation efforts to date indicate that most, and perhaps
all,, of the significant sources are located in Subarea 1. Source
identification efforts have been extensive; the Regional Water
Quality Control Board has sent Chemical use questionnaires to
more than 1,600 facilities and inspected more than 600 facilities
throughout the Azusa/!rwindale/Baldwin Park area.
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AJ#]L29. "Although it is stated that "available data do not show any
si~liflcant change in contaminant levels from just downgradient of Subarea 3
to as far mouth to Whittier Narrows’, unsubstantiated contradictions regarding
chemicals migrating downgradlent of Subarea 3 are made throughout the OUFS.
This unsubstantiated contradiction also serves as EPA’s basis for ¯ response
action in Subarea 3. Please explain this disparity. The paragraph alas
4mP~Lies (incorrectly) continuous chemical concentrations all the waF to
Whittier Harrows ."

EPA Response:
statements:

We see not contradiction between these two

Statement (i): there is not a significant change in
contaminant levels from ~ust downurad~ent of Subarea 3 to as
far south as Whittier Narrows

Statement (ii): contaminated groundwater continues to
spread into less contaminated areas

Statement (i) results from the observation that contaminant
concentrations at various wells in the interval from j~

do%~qr~dient of_Subarea 3 to the Whittier Narrows area are
generally at or near MCLs. No significant changes in contaminant
concentration are apparent within this interval, in contrast to

the difference between contaminant concentrations in Subarea 3
and concentrations downgradient of the Subarea. We agree with

co~entor that the concentrations in this interval are not
necessarily "continuous."

Statement (ii) results from a variety of evidence discussed in
detail in Response A.

We also note that EPA is planning remedial action in Subarea 3 to

s~iisfytwo objectives: migration control and mass removal.

AJ#130. "0~he vertical extent of contamination in Subarea I is unknown.
available groundwater data confirm VOCs in the 400- to 500-foot depth :range at
one location in Subarea..2 only. If the contamination iS shallower at
extraction locations then groundwater need not be extracted from such a deep
interval° This could result in fewer wells and/or lower pumping rates which
wouLld lower costs substantially."

EPA Response: We agree that extraction wells should be designed
to remove contaminated groundwater only from contaminated

vertical intervals.

AJ#I31. "Although It is stated that "Extraction near wells with existing data
an=urea that, at a m£ulmum, migration of know~hlgh-level contamination will
be inhibited’, review of Figure 7-2 doss not show the location of an
extraction well cluster at the data points shown ca Figure 7-I where the
highest concentrations of chemicals in the OU have been detected (in Subarea l
at Wells WZOWOMWI, VIOVCMWI, end OSCOMW2). The closest extraction well
clusters (lO and 13) to these two data points are located I- to 2-miles
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downgradlent. The concentrations of PCE and TCE detected in WIOWOMWI
represent the presmnce of the most significant source of chemicals identified
to date in the OU. Failure to address the removal of Vocs from this location
during the in,erie action will result in further degradation of the aquifer,
further: complicate, and increase the time and cost for long-term aquifer
remediatlon in Subarea 1."

EPA R C~3~gJ~: This comment duplicates other comments. See
Response B.

AJ#132. "This figure [7--2] shows seven reconended g~oundwater axtractlou well
loestlons. Thase locations were selected on "downgradient ~arglns of the
three subareas", and at "locations where existing water quality data are
available-. No further rationale is given to support selection of well
locations. These two selection criteria are inappropriate measures to achieve
an optimal extraction array and to substantiate the high magnitude of colas for
such a large-scale response action. Wells should not he located at the
nargins of geographically defined subareas or any other artificially conceived
boundary. Additionally, e~ractlon locations should be selected based on an
interpretation of available data, using a well defined groundwater model, not
at locations of groundwater quality. A considerable amount of additional
analysis and thought should go into the selection of these well locations."

EPA ResDons@: We agree with the latter part of this comment that
extraction locations should be based on water quality data and
modeling. They are. (See Section 7.1.1.) As the comment notes,
EPA has located approximate extraction areas at the downgradient
margins of the Subareas. The Subareas were delineated primarily
based on water quality data. (Other information that helps
identify sources of contamination were also used - see Response
B.) Logically, it follows that extraction areas are based on
water quality data. These approximate extraction areas have been
identified without the use of computer modeling.

EPA’s recommendations for precise extraction locations and rates
(in contrast to the approximate extraction areas delineated using
water quality data) are based on the Subarea boundaries and on
computer simulations using EPA’s groundwater flow model to
identify the most efficient combination of extraction rates and
loc~tions within the approximate area of extraction. A specific
combination of extraction rates and locations is referred to as a
pumping configuration. There are an unlimited number of possible
pumping configurations that could be implemented in each
approximate exaction areas. See Response C for additional
details on EPA modeling efforts.

It is therefore difficult to understand why the commentor refers
to the Subareas as "artificially conceived boundaries" ~nd
criticizes EPA’s selection criteria as inappropriate. Also see
Response B for additional explanation on the delineation and use
of t~e Subareas.

219

Appendix B, page 250



Baldwin Park ROD

AJ#133. "Data from Well VIOWOMWI [sic] with the highest concentrations ~ the
OU (>1000x MCLs) are omltt~d from Figure 7-2 and the discussion on extra~ction
localhlon=. These data are listed on Figure 7-i. The areal extant of
�on~amlnation would have been interpreted dlfferantly if these data were
considered and should have influenced the locatlon of the proposed
extraction."

Y~5_~P_Q/I~_~: We disagree. (We presume the comment refers to
well WIOWOMWI, not to VIOWOMWI. ) Data from well WIOWOMWI are
included in Figure 7-1 and were considered in the our

interpretation of the extent of contamination, and in deter~,ining
Subareas boundaries and approximate extraction areas. The
omission of well WIOWOMWI from Figure 7-2 is irrelevant; Fie Fare
7-2 was not used for these purposes.

AJ#134. Reference is made to the statement "to the extent passels, the
remadlal alternative will make use of eximtlng water supply wells. However,
there are at molt, only three existing production wells in or near the OU area
of contamination that are optimally located. Table 7-1 describes these three
existing wails." (p.7-8)Please describe and provide the results of the
evaluation that was completed to make this conclusion.

EPA RasPers@: EPA’s information on well locations in the san
Gabriel Basin has been obtained from the Main San Gabriel Basin
Watermaster and individual water purveyors. The three wells
listed in Table 7-1 are those wells optimally located at the
downgradient end of the three Subareas to satisfy EPA’s migration
control objective.

There are other water supply wells located in the OU area, but in
less than optimnl locations. These wells, whichinclude the
Arrow/Lante and San Gabriel Valley B6 wells, are shown in Figures
7-1 and 7-2.

As noted in Appendix I, the continued operation of the
Arrow/Lante wells (on which wellhead treatment has been
installed) was assumed in EPA’s computer simulations completed to
determine extraction rates and locations. The impact of these
wells is visible in Figure 12-2 (in Subarea 2) and described on
p.12-8.
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XJ#135. "Why are exi¯tlng production Well= 08000060 and 01900034 (presented on
Figure 7-1 with accompanying chemical data) not identified in Table 7-17
These existing wellhead treatment facilities that are ¯trat~ically locat~d in
the our are already contributing to the remedy. These wells proTide m degree
of uigration control while removing some level of c0ntmminant ~a¯, Were
these well¯ considered in the evaluation of extraction location and
quantlt ia ¯ ~"

EPA~p_QDg_~: See response to previous comment.

&J#136. 2he statement that "The number and capacity of new wells are based on
computer simulation¯" implies that ~xtraction location¯ are baaed on
groundwater modeling. This statement contradict¯ EPA’¯ insistence that
"extraction location¯ are not based on groundwater modeling." Please explain.

EPA ResPonse: There is no contradiction, but some additional
explanation of the distinction made in the FS between approximate
areas of extraction and precise extraction rates and locations is
necessary. See response to comment AJ#132.

AJ#137. "As implied earlier in the report, the EPA groundwater model may not
be an appropriate tool for conducting these evaluations. On the top of page
7-6, IZPA¯tates that "the extraction location¯..oCould be optimized ualng a
more discrete model of the OU area...". Since the extraction location¯,
influant chemiatry, interval to be screened, and quantities pumped are yet to
be optimized, how can reasonable costs be generated and compared with
alternative remedies?"

EPA Response: The goal in a Superfund feasibility study is to
prepare costs estimates that are no more than 50% above or 30%
below true costs. EPA believes that the uncertainty in these
parameters is low enough to allow this goal to be met.

AJ#138. "Please provide the results of the evaluation referenced in the
statement "In addition to the elmulationm, a hydrogeologic evaluation of the
aquifer ha¯ been performed to help estimate maximum extraction rates for
indiTidual =lusters (pT-ll).=

EPA Response: The evaluation is summarized in the text on p.7-11

which states:

"Typical specific capacity values from existing wells in
the OU area range between i00 and 450 gallons per
minute/foot (gpm/ft). This indicates that, assuming a
drawdown of 50 feet, between 5,000 and 22,000 gpm could be

extracted from a single well or well cluster."

We are unclear as to what additional details commentor seeks.

AJ#139. "What was the baai¯ for "assuming a drawdown of 50 feet’?’’

~PA Response: Fifty feet of drawdown was assumed as a reasonable
maximum drawdown value that would not result in excessive pumping
costs.
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AJ#I60. "How was an initial extraction rate of 38,500 gallons per minute (gpm)
deri~ed7 ~at rationale was used to select thl$ rate and other rates
present~inTable 7-2? How was the sons of influence deteminod?"

EPA ResPonse: The initial extraction rate of 38,500 gpm was
simply an "educated guess" based on previous simulations
performed during the initial development of remedial

alternatives. Rates for the subsequent simulations were based on
a review of the groundwater contour maps shown in Figures 7.-5
through 7-8of the FS. The zone of influence was manually

approximated by drawing capture zones for each well based on the
simulated groundwater contours (as shown in Figure 7-5 of the

FS).

~J#141. "Be@muse capture =ones are not shown on all the figures, and for all
timq~ periods, it i8’ not possible for the reader to comprehend how waried
extlcaction rates affect groundwater capture. AdditionallT, it is Rote
~Ifficult to comprehend seasonal (temporal} Yarlationelnthe flow regime."

~PA ResDonse: We have added capture zones to Figures 7-5 through
7-8. They are included in this Responsiveness Summary as Figures
RS--4 through RS-7. We have also added capture zones to Figure
12--2; the revised Figure is included as Figure RS-8.

KJ#142. "The method of establishing extraction rates for the three subareaa is
based on the need to provide capture for the entire geographical area of all
8ubaress combined. Based on dlsoussions in Section 7.1, these Subarea
boundaries were established as a geographical convenience, and concentrations
are "n0tuniform" within the subarea. These Subarea boundaries are not linked
to a specific water quality criteria or concentration. It is therefore,
inappropriate to use these geographical boundarles as required li~Lta of
groundwater capture."

EPAResDonse: This assertion in this comment that the Subareas
are geographic conveniences not linked to water quality
concentrations is incorrectt and duplicates previous comments.
See response to comment AJ#132.

AJ#I43. "Review oft he "Ba~s Case" simulations presented on Figure 7-4 show
th,, Influence of re=barge from the ISG and the assocAated effects on t!he
groundwater regime, however, all simulations fail to quantlfy the
slgniflcantl¥ greater influence of recharge from the Santa Fe Spreading
G~unds (SFSG). The Influence of recharge from the SFSG has a dramatic effect
on gradients and flow directions in Subarea I and subarea 2 far greeter than
effects from the ISG. Failure to incorporate thls controlling and prominent
hydraulic feature of Subarea I in SPA’| evaluations will continue to handicap
EPA’s abilitr to conduct valid modeling for the OU."

~ Response:    Contrary to what is stated in this comment,
current recharge practices at SFSG are incorporated into all of
Er~’s simulations. Recharge at SFSG is incorporated in the model

i~ the northern portion of RI Area 3 (see Figure 7-4 and Section
7.2.1 in the FS). Of the four quarters included on Figure 7-4,
only the Spring 1983 quarter had substantial recharge volumes at
SFSG. As shown in the figure, the high recharge rates at SFSG
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cause significant changes in the magnitude and direction of
groundwater flow throughout the OU area (compared to the
"average" groundwater flow conditfons shown for the Fall 1986 and
Spring 1987 quarters). Also, as shown in Figure 7-4, although
there is a large "mound" created by recharge at ISG (rechargs at
ISG is entered as a nodal value, while recharge at SFSG is a
elemental value spread over four nodes), the groundwater flow
changes attributable to ISG impact a much smaller area than the
more regional impacts caused by SFSG.

~#144o "The "Base Case" simulations also fall to Include the =apture
influence from existing production wells operating within the OU. Several
production walls operate within the OU that have a "positive" affect on
l~umltlng contaminant migration. ~himcomponent wfll need to he evaluated in
order’ to conduct & proper analysis of the "He Action" Alternative. Please
Incozl~orate this component into the "Base Case" slmulatlons and make these
results available to the public for review. Those wells that have ¯
"positive" effect on lJJniting contaminant migration should be summarized
similar to the way that EPA has ,ummarized those wells with ¯ "negative"
effect as identified in Table T-3 and Figure 7-2."

EPA ResPonse: The "Base Case" simulations do include the
influence of existing production wells operating within the OU
area. For example, as is recognized in the next comment and in
subsequent comments, the Lante/Arrow Highway production well
cluster in the middle of Subarea 2 does cause deflections in the
groundwater contours shown in two of the four water level maps
included in Figure 7-4.

In :reviewing Figures 7-4 through 7-8 to respond to this comment,
we :noticed that the effects of the Lante/Arrow Highway well
cluster are obvious in the Spring 1983 and Fall 1989 maps, but
difficult to detect in the Fall 1986 and Spring 1987 maps. We
therefore reviewed the model input files to confirm that
operation of this well cluster was simulated throughout the
12 and 3/4 year modeling period as intended. We discovered that
in the 51 quarters simulated, significant pumping at Lante/Arrow
(at 3,000 gpm) was simulated in 47 of the 51 quarters. Of the
four quarters in which pumping was inadvertently not simulated,
two are the Fall 1986 and Spring 1987 quarters presented in
Figures 7-4 to 7-8. This error has negligible impact on ~Se
modeling results (i.e., EPA*s reCommended extraction rates and
loc~tions) since the zone of drawdown resulting from extraction
at this cluster does not extend into either Subarea 1 or 3, and
no impact on any aspects of the remedy, but we apologize for the
error.

We also note that this error would not affect the particle
tracking results presented in Figure 7-9 or 12-2 since the error

is less than 8%. (Extraction at this cluster was assumed in 47
of 51, or more than 92%, of the quarters.)
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AJ#1~5. "The production well in the center of Subarea 2 in the Fall 198S,
simulation appears to provide containment of a large percentage of the

. contamination area. What is the pumping rate of this well? What level of
containment to Subarea 1 is already biing provided by this well?"

EPA2~=~ZqD~_~:     The simulated pumping rate for this well (the
Arrow/Lante well cluster) is 3,000 gpm. The "level of
containment" can be interpreted from Figures 7-4 and 12-2. In
Figure 12-2, it is apparent that the cluster can extract and[
contain some of the contaminated groundwater originating in
subarea i.

TwO limitations of relying on extraction at this Cluster are:

(i) The cluster can extract and contain some, but not all,
of the contaminated groundwateroriginating in Subarea I.
The capability of the cluster to contain known areas of
contamination is greatest during dry periods with little
recharge and a flat gradient (e.g., Fall 1989), and most
limited during periods of high rainfall or significant
artificial recharge.

(ii) The Arrow/Lante cluster is located further away from
the known source areas than EPA’s recommended extraction
locations, allowing further degradation of the interval
between EPA’s recommended locations and the Arrow/Lante
cluster. Contaminant concentrations are significantly
higher upgradient of EPA’s recommended extraction locations
than immediately upgradient of the Arrow/Lante cluster.

See Response B for additional discussion of the advantages and
limitations of alternative extraction configurations in Subarea
i.

AJ#|.46. "KS shown in the slmulatlon, recharge at ISG has a significant impact
on the groundwater flow regime. The mound, which is located on the eastern
edge of Subarea 2, is especially prevalent during the Spring 1987 simulation.
If extraction in Subarea I (13,000 AF/YR) is recharged at ISG, increased
mo~Idlng would be expected w£thpotential large impacts on groundwater flow.
How would this affect contaminant transport and concentrations in Subareas 2
and 37"

EPA R~sp0nsg:    As described in Section 7.2.1 of the text,
additional spreading at ISG would likely increase the groundwater
gradient and change groundwater flow directions slightly in lower
Subarea 2 and upper Subarea 3. However, as shown in Figure 7-4,
the mound created by ISG does not significantly impact .the
orientation of groundwater contours within the subareas. Thus,
the overall impact of increased spreading at ISG on contaminant
miq~ation may not be substantial. Due to uncertainty about the
precise distribution of historical or existing contaminant
concentrations in groundwater, it is not possible to predict the
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effect of additional recharge at the ISG on the precise
distribution of contaminants.

AJ#I47. "Extraction well locations on Figure 7-5 do not agree with extraction
well locationl mhown on Figure 7-2. This disparity is most evident An Subarea
l. The progression of modlfFing extraction locations and rates is not
snffi¢:ientIy described or documented from a techni=al perspective."

EPA Response: We cannot identify any disparity. As far as we
can tell, the two figures do agree.

we believe that we have adequately described and documented our
effo).~ts to determine extraction rates and locations. We cannot
respond to this comment in more detail, since commentor expresses
general dissatisfaction with the text without offering any
specific criticisms.

XJ#148. "As mentioned in the text, the extraution rate of 38,500 gpm is much
larger than n¯cessary. In addition, it ¯ppe¯ra the three wells on the
southern edge of Subarea 3 are pumping ¯t inefficiently high rates end are
pulllng in ¯ lot of uncont~minated water. Three wells maT not be necessary to
accomplish the objectives,"

EPA RespoDse:    As described in the FS, we agree that an
extraction rate of 38,500 gpm is larger than necessary to satisfy
our remedial objectives.

A~#1(Lg. "Wh.t is the northernmost extraction well in Subarea 37 What is the
pumping rate? It does not appear to be contributing to the effectiveness of
the Ii~’StH, "

EPA Respgp6e: In Figure 7-5, the northernmost extraction cluster
in Subarea 3 is Cluster 3, pumping at a rate of 2,000 gpm. As
described in the FS, this well cluster was evaluated and
eli~inated during the development of the most efficient
extraction configuration. It is ~ included in EPA’s
recommended extraction configuration.

aJ#150. "The extraction well clusters need labels on Figure 7-5 to allow the
reader %0 determine the corresponding pumping rate at each cluster from Table
"1-2."

~PA Response: Locations of extraction well clusters are shown in
Figure 7-2.

XJ#~LSI. "The production well in the center of Subarea 2 is pumping at a
suf~EIcient rate to capture the width of the u~radient portion of the plume in
the Fall 1989 simulation. This s~ulation indicates that extraction Clusters
I0 and 13 are redundant and unnecessary to provide containment."

EPA Response: We disagree with the comment that clusters I0 and
13 are redundant. See response to comment AJ#145 and Response B.
We also note that potential remedies should not be evaluated
solely in relation to conditions in the Fall 1989 quarter shown
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in Figure 7-6, which was an unrepresentative, extremely dry
period in the middle of a prolonged drought. More typically,
average rainfall, recharge, and groundwater flow gradients are
higher. EPA’s evaluations of potential extraction configurations
described in Section 7 look at effectiveness during dry, average,
and wet conditions (see p. 7-11).

KJ#152. "Why is extraction Well 13 not pumped in this simulation?"

EPA Response: The simulations were performed sequentially and
Cluster 13 was not added to the extraction scenario until it
became apparent that Cluster I0 alone could not effectively
contain the entire width of Subarea i.

AJ#153. Extraction Well 5 in the southwest portion of Subarea 3 appears to ba
pumping a lot of water outside of the =ontamination area. This is especially
true during the two spring mlmulationl. This water will dilute the
�ont~minated groundwater. Was this considered in the influent che~stry
est~unates7 Is this an efficient use of resources?

EPA ResPonse:     AS shown in Table 7-4 of the FS, the influent
estimate for Cluster 5 was assumed as a 50/50 mix of the
chemistry found in Clusters 3 and 6. Water quality data are not
currently available in the immediate vicinity of Cluster 5.

As described in the text and figures in Section 7 of the FS,
groundwater flow conditions (direction and rate) in the OU area
vary considerably over time. The zone of influence of the
simulated extraction well locations and rates will extend further
beyond the subarea boundaries under certain flow conditions.
Thus, the preliminary extraction rates identified for the various
clusters may not be the "optimum" rates for all times of year
(i.e., for all groundwater flow scenarios).

AJ#154. "It appears that the eastern extraction well in Subarea 2 will be
pumping clean water moving downgradlent from the ISO."

EPA~:    Because the ISG are located very near the eastern
boundary of Subarea 2, under some flow conditions, a portion of
the capture zone from the referenced well will extend into the
mound created by spreading at ISG.

AJ#155. "Again, ¯ production well in the center of Subarea 2 appears to be
pumping at a rate sufficient to achieve the containment objective in the Fall
1989 simulation. What pumping rate is used for this well in the mimulationa?
Xs it less than extraction rates proposed for Clusters 10 and 137 If they are
less, could theme propoEed extraction rates be reduced during dry ~ears and
still achieve conta£ument?"

EPA Response: See responses to comments AJ#145 and AJ#151 for
the initial two questions in this comment.
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The extraction rates proposed in the FS are "average" rates that
satisfy the remedial objectives under most flowscenarios.
However, as stated above, they are not the optimum rates during
all flow scenarios. Lower extraction rate~ would likely still
meet the remedial objectives during extended dry periods.
Conversely, higher rates could potentially be needed if
significant increases in recharge of imported water or extended
wet periods occur.

AJ#156. "Xt is unclear why Figure 7-8 presents the opt~aum well arrangement
and rate for the OU. No selection crlter~a were establlshed prior to
d~cue~eion of s4mulat£on results, no capture zones are shown on the flgu~ce,
the Sv~area boumdarles are not concentration related, and how each simulation
arran¢;ements achleves selection criteria is not discussed. To independently
validate the selection of wel’l locations and pump4ng rates, a signl~lcan’tly
more do%ailed discussion on the modeling and selection procedure is needed."

EPA ResPonse: At least one of the assertions in this comment
duplicates (and is rebutted) in previous comments. See response
to comment AJ#132 which describes the use of water quality data
i~ delineating Subarea boundaries.

See p. 7-11 for a description of the selection criteria for the
optimum flow rate and pp. 7-11 and 7-12 for a brief discussion of
the extent to which the extraction configuration assumed in each
simulation meets the criteria. Page 7-11 describes the optimum
rate as "that rate at which the zone of influence from the
extraction wells extends to just beyond the subarea boundary
during a majority of the model period."

Capture zones were not drawn on the referenced figure (or ~e
rest of these ~roundwater contour figures) so that the reader can
have an unobscured picture of the simulated groundwater contours
resillting from the extraction scenario. As stated on page 7-12
of the FS, the zone of influence for each extraction well can be
addedto the figure for each quarter "by drawing lines
perpendicular to the contours and noting whether they terminate
at one of the potential extraction locations." However, revised
figures are attached (Figure RS-4 to 8) that include approximate
capture zones.

1J#],57. "Contrary to the strategy of reducing pu~ping rates to not influence
capture outside Subarea boundaries, Figure 7-9 clearly shows that capture
sonq|a include areas outside the Subarea boundaries."

SPA ResDonse: To account for the uncertainties inherent in the
simulations and to provide a "margin of safety", the objective
was for the capture zones to extend "just beyond" the subarea
boundaries. Thus, the capture zones are intended to include some
areas outside of the subarea boundaries.
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~#158. "Because of the shifting groundwater gradients, the eastern wells are
less effe=tlvo during dry periods and the western wells are less effective
~ur;~g wet perlod$. In addition, during drTperiods significantly lower
pumping rates are necnssary to achieve the ob~ectlwes. Could pumping rates be
alt4LTnately reduced on either side to optimise the system? ’l"hLs would reduce
the amount of clean water that would he pumped andtreatmd.-

EPA ResDonse:    Yes, pumping rates could vary over time.
Constant, continuous extraction was assumed in the FS to simplify
the development, costing, and evaluation of remedial
alternatives. Specific operating scenarios will be determined
during remedialdesign, and the "optimization" discussed in the

comments could be evaluated at that time. It should be noted
thatperlodically shifting the extraction between different wells
wouldsignificantly complicate distribution of the treated water
and would llkely result in higher capital costs because the
facilities on either side would need to be upsized to be able to
handle a larger fraction of the total extraction rate requi:ced.

&J#159. "The production well not identified in subarea 2 ks capable of
containing the pl%ule. Therefore, well clumterl to the north in ~uberea I and
to 1~a mouth in Subarea 2 are redundant."

EPA Response: This comment duplicates previous comments. See
responses to comments #AjI45 and Aj#151.

KJ#16o. "Why were additional simulations not conducted that evaluate lower
quantities of pumping? Given the shifting groundwater flow dlrect/one and the
problems of water disposal, itig important to e&tahlish the lowest pumping
quantities possible that achieve EPA ob~ectlvem. Why were no simulation.
conducted that examine varying pumping rates for varying groundwater flow
dlrectione?"

EPA Response: Multiple simulations were conducted to evaluate
the performance of a variety of pumping rates for varying
groundwater flow directions. The results are presented in
Figures 7-5 through 7-8 and summarized in Table 7-2. We believe
that the recommended rates doe represent the minimum acceptable
extraction rates given currently available data.

Also see response to Aj#158 on the feasibility of varying

extraction rates over time.

AJ#161. "Man¥ of these adverse effects such as pulling NO, toward extraction
wells could be avoided if pumping rates were balanced. When water is pumped
from the east whsre NO~ concentrations are high, the well is also pumping
smaller ¢onoentratlons of VOCs. Therefore, the pumping rate of this well
could he drastically reduced while other wells in more optimal locatlonl are
still pumping."

~PA Response:    We assume that the first sentence of this comment
is again referring to an operating scenario where extraction is
moved between eastern and western clusters depending on whether a
wet or a dry cycle is occurring. It is not correct to state that
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"pulling nitrate toward extraction wells could be avoided if
pumping rates were balanced." Because nitrate contamination is
already present within the subareas, any extraction scheme
intended to contain migration out of the subareas will increase
migration of nitrate toward the extraction wells. However, we
agree that minimizing capture of water from beyond the eastern
boundary of the subareas will help restrict the increase in
nitrate migration.

The second and third sentences of this comment appear to be
referring to a specific well cluster but do not identify the
cluster. Regardless of the cluster number, we do not think that
there are any clusters where the pumping rate could be
"drastically reduced." Also see responses to previous comments
on extraction rates and locations.

AJ#162. "Although it is true that the ISG are presently located on the eastern
edge ,of the contaminated area, they were located well within the contamlmation
area in the early 1980a. Will increased recharge at SFSG during wet ye|tEg
"puzh" the plume back to the southwest again? If so, recharge at the ISG
could spread contamination into currently clean areas to the south and
southeast."

~PA RespoDse: See response #Aj146 for a brief discussion of the
effects of recharge at the ISG.

A~#163. "The footnote at the bottom of the table JmdLcato= that VCWD i~=endm
to increase production at the Arrow well. This well is centrally located in
Subarea 2 and is capable of providing a significant degree of migration
contz~lo Thle makee extraction Clusters 10 and 13 redundant. Why-not cancel
one of the two extraGtion locations and move the other up to the source area
north of X-210 to optimize mass removal and migration control?"

EPA ~espons~: This comment duplicates previous comments. See
responses to comments AJ#145 and AJ#151.

Also, see Response B for a more detailed discussion of the
rationale for the proposed Subarea 1 extraction scenario.

AJ#164. "The selection of "potentially controlling VOC contaminants" should
have been accompanied by an evsluatlon and tabulation of the frequency of
occu:rrenco, mean or median concentration and concentration range. Estimated
conc~Bntratlonm at the extraction wellhead can then be determined."

EPA Response:    EPA identified a list of potentially controlling
compounds to assist in the prediction of future contaminant

concentrations. For compounds that are not potentially
controlling, EPA simply assumed that the maxlmum historical
concentrations of each compound detected at each well could occur
in the future. For compounds that are potentially controlling,
EPA devoted more effort toward evaluating past variability in
concentration and predicting future concentrations.
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The need for summary statistics or the relevance of the summary

statistics mentioned in the comment to this effort is unclear.
However, the information requested in the comment ls tabulated
for the influent estimates described in Appendix B, including

fr~ency of occurrence, mean concentration, maximum

concentration, and the date of the most recent data available.

EPA~: We agree that labeling the eleven compounds in
Table 7-4 as "controlling" is confusing; the compounds are l~tter
labeled (and described in the text) as "potentially controlling"

compounds., Regardless of how they are labeled, the eleven are
"compounds thatmay control cost or limit use of a treatme~:
methods" (as explained in the footnote to the Table). These are ¯
compounds whose presence may impact the design or operation of
the treatment facility if their concentration in the influent to

a treatment facility increases by a factor of ten or more above
the estimated concentration listed in the Table.

EPA could have used a simpler method and identified only one
controlling compound based on the estimated influent

concentrations. This method would have been less informative,
however, since historical variation in concentrations leads us to
expect future influent concentrations to vary from the estimates.
Because future variations cannot be predicted with 100%
certainty, we list all of those compounds that may become
controlling compounds if their concentrations rise sufficiently.

AJ#166. -The discussion of peak concentrations discounts the possibility that
higher upgredlent concentrations in Subarea I will migrate downgradlent to the
proi~ssd extraction wells because of the absence of long-term increasing VOC
trends. In fact, overall long-term increasing trends are generally absent
throughout the entire OU."

EPA e~: We agree that increasing trends are not evident
for all contaminants at all wells, and do not expect to see such

trends at all wells. As discussed in Response A, however,
increasing trends have been documented at a number of locations.

AJ#167. -Groundwater with VOC concentrations orders of magnitude higher than
the proposed influent chemistr~ at the proposed extraction locations exists ¯
little over l-mile npgradient, controlling these high concentrations should
be the highest priority when considering a remedial action."

EPA Response: This comment duplicates previous comments. See
Response B.
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A~#168o "The second paragraph and the footnote for Table 8-I are uonfus~Ig.
Why are there two different allocations of flow contribution percentages?
Please clarify this discrepanc~o"

~PA ~es~onsg: As explained in the footnote to Table 8-1,

"Estimated concentrations and required reductions listed in
this Table [8-1] are based on a preliminary estimate of the

blended contaminant concentrations expected in the influent
to a treatment facility. The estimates were subsequently
revised. The revised estimates are listed in Table 7-5 and
used in the description and evaluation of remedial
alternatives in Sections 11 and 12."

EPA chose not to repeat the evaluation presented in Section 8
using the revised concentrations because the cost of repeating
the analysis would have been greater than any benefits of doing
so. Revising the analysis would not change the ranking of toe
remedial alternatives or significantly affect the estimated cost
of the alternatives.

AJ#169. "The document should provide ¯ rationale for sizing treatment plants
at 35,000 ~, which is 21 l>ercent over the required 29,000 ~rp~. The 2!%.000
gpm already includes a backup tower w~th approximately 2,900 gpm capacDhy, or
approx~tel¥ 10 percent over-¢apacit~ capability."

~ Response: The remedial alternatives are not sized at 315,000
gpm. Remedial alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are assumed to have a

capacity of 29,000 gpm, not 35,000 gpm.

The 35,000 gpm rate is a~sumed in the evaluation of treatment
technologies included in section 8, but this evaluation was n_~
used to deflne the size of or estimate the cost of the remedial
alternatives. There was no need to repeat the treatment
technology evaluation with n different rate since the conclusion
was not expected to change. As stated on p&ge 8-11:

"The relative ranking of treatment technology costs of the
candidate treatment technologies is believed to be
independent of flow rate within the range of 5,000 to 70,000
gpmo"

AJ#170. "case 3 (LGAC only) is stated to be less attractive for sew¯tel
rea|sonsincludlng the fact that thLs~chnologywould not be able to reduce

est:~at@d peek winyE chlorid~ con=ontrat~e° Vinyl ch~orlde has not been
detected except £n a few isolated ~ells and has not been cona~stontll
det@ctedo Therefore, thls concern £s unfounded."

EPIC: We disagree that our concern about the presence of
vinyl chloride is "unfounded." Vinyl chloride was detected in 14
of 40 samples collected from a monitoring well in the "upper
area" between 1984 and 1993, at an average concentration of 1.2
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ug/1 (well #WIlAZW01). The California Maximum Contaminant Level
for vinyl chloride is 0.5 ug/l. Peak concentration in the same
period was 10 ug/1. The potential presence of vinyl chloride in
EPA’s proposed treatment facilities is an important consideration
in t~e selection of a treatment technology.

AJ#171. *Estimating the cost of the four treatment options using "peak" VOC
concentrations and ¯ required treatmantcapacitT of 35,000 ~ is overlT
conservative and yields unreallstically high capital costs. It is unclear why
capital costs were estimated using "peak" concentrations, while operation and
Rai~honance (O&M) costs ware estimated using "average" concentrations,"

EPA Response: As explained in the response to comment Aj#169,
the estimated capital costs of Remedial Alternatives 2,3, and 4
are based on as assumed capacity cf 29,000 gpm, not 35,000 gpm.

The simplest method of estimating project costs would have been
to predict a single influent concentration. To increase the
accuracy of the cost estimates, however, EPA predicted both peak
and average concentrations to estimate capital and operating
costs, respectively. Estimating peak and average concentration
increases accuracy becausela treatment facility must be designed
to handle the highest concentration expected (i. e., peak
concentrations), but the cost of operation will reflect actual
day to day contaminant loadings (best estimated with average
concentrations). As described on page 8-7:

"The estimated p_~ contaminant concentrations listed in
Table 8-1 are used to estimate and compare the size,
configuration, and capital cost of four VOC treatment
options. The estimated average contaminant concentrations
are used to estimate contaminant londings, carbon and
oxidant usage, and other operating costs."

AJ#I72. "How is ¯ 15-year equipment life resolved with & 30-year project
life? This d£screpanc[ would suggest that O&H include at least one set of
equipmamt repl¯cement costs for blowers, pumps, and air stripper lower
pecking."

EPA Response: The costs for a one-time equipment replacement
(after 15 years of operation) are included in the O&M cost
estimates prepared for the comparison of alternate treatment
process options. However, these equipment replacement costs were
inadvertently omitted from the remedial alternative cost
estimates included in Section 12. The impact of treatment
equipment replacement costs on the total cost of the alternatives
is not large. For Alternative 1, the estimated equipment
replacement cost is approximately $1,100,000. Using an interest
rate of 5 percent and assuming that the replacement equipment
would be purchased in 15 years, the present worth value of this
cost is about $540,000 (less than 1 percent of the estimated
present worth of the alternative). For Alternatives 2 through 4,
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the estimated replacement cost would be about $1,750,000. The
present worth of this cost is approximately $840,000 (also less
than 1 percent of the total present worth of these alternatives).

A~#173. "The fact that "influent concentration" has the largest effect on
Goats cont:adi¢tm statements made in earllar chapters that accurate
datel~rtn&tlon/estIIation of Imfluent concentrations is not necessary, and non-
CLPdata that has undergone limited QA is sufficient."

e~: We see no contradiction. Commentor misstates
EPA’s position, then applies flawed logic to reach an incorrect
conclusion. First, EPA does not state that influent
concentration has the largest effect on Costs. EPA merely lists
"influentconcentrations" as one of several assumptions that
affects the estimated treatment cost (page 8-23). Second, the
ranking of this assumption in relation to other assumptions does
not imply the need for any particular level of precision or
accuracy. Nor does EPA state that accurate
determination/estimation of influent concentrations is
unnecessary. On pages 3-1 to 3-5 and in the response to comments
Aj#32-34, we describe the quality of non-CLP data and the level
of accuracy appropriate to the estimation of influent
concentrations. We conclude that non-CLP data are adequate for
use in estimating influent concentrations.

KJ#1~4. "zt should be noted a~aln that influent concentrations may change
slgnificantly if pumping locations are changed. This is especially true for
the controlling compounds such as 1,2 DCA and 1,1 DCE0"

KJ#175. "This table |8-9] presents four compounds that will control design of
the three considered treatment options. This conclusion conflicts with the
ten com~unds presented as controlling vocs in Table 8-I. Please resolve this
discrapsncr-        z

EPAResmonse: Table 8-9 lists eight compounds (four
"controlling" and four "potentially controlling"). Table 8-1
presents a list of ten "controlling" compounds, which includes
the same eight compounds identified in Table 8-9 and two
additional compounds identified later in the development of
remedial alternatives. Compounds in both tables are potentially
controlling - i.e., if their concentrations rise by factors of
five or so above historical peak concentrations they could
control the design, limit the operation, or significantly affect
the operational cost of the treatment facilities.

AJ#176. "There are several treatment plants currentI¥ in operatlon in the
basin; two are located in this OU. WhT are these operations not dlscus:=ed and
evaluated in SectKon 8? Did EP& compare cost est£matos to actual cgsts, and
identify speolfi© designs or O&M problems more accurately through an
evaluation of thls date? If not, why mot?"
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EPA~: This comment duplicates a previous comment.
response teAS#121.

See

EPA Response: EPA’s statement that "radon is of concern" does
not necessarily imply past or current exposure to unacceptable

lewels. The full statement is:

"Radon [Rn] is of concern since Rn concentrations in
portions of the OU area exceed the proposed Rn MCL and
because of potential treatment facility operator exposure.
If, however, air stripping or LGAC are the selected
treatment technology for VOC removal, additional treatment
for Rn will probably not be required since both of these
technologies remove Rn. The implications of Rn on the
configuration and operation of the OU are discussed in
Section 8.4.3."

EPA’s preliminary evaluation (described on pages 8-33 to 8-41)
indicates that the presence of radon will not significantly
affect the cost of the remedy. The most likely costs, if ~ly,
would be associated with efforts to limit operator radiation
exposure. EPA would most likely view any costs associated with

limiting operator exposure to radon or its decay products as part
of the cost of cleanup.

AS#1?8. "Aquifer recharge should be considered as an independent general
response action, not solely as a means for dlsposal of treated water."

We agree that any remedial effects of aquifer recharge should be
considered in selecting the method or methods of disposing of
treated water. EPA’s evaluations described in the FS indicates
that the differences in remedial effectiveness are likely to be

less significant than differences in cost. See response,to
comment AS#179.

KJ#179. "It is stated that "recharge at existing facilities can provide some
remedial benefit’, however, this component is’not included into any of the
ramedial alternative optional."

234

Appendix B, page 265



Baldwin Pau~k ROD

EPA Response: EPA did consider the remedial effects of recharge
in the development of the remedial alternatives.

As discussed in Section 9, there are potentially positive and
negative remedial impacts associated with spreading at both ISG
and SFSG. Impacts of recharge in the San Gabriel River are
like]~ to be limited, because recharge in the River occurs over a
4-mile stretch, most of which is located more than cne mile cross
gradient and downgradient from the OU area of contamination (see
Figure 9-i).

Recharge at the three locations (SFSG, ISG, the River channel)
was assumed in computer simulations during the development of the
remedial alternatives. The results of one of these simulations
is shown in Figure 11-2 and described on p.ll-6 for recharge
primarily at ISG [86 percent], with the remainder recharged in
the river channel [14 percent]. The results do not indicate that
recharge of treated water produces significant remedial benefits
in relation to the remedial benefits of properly located
groundwater extraction wells. EPA therefore chose not to
prescribe recharge as the preferred treated water distribution
option in any of the remedial alternatives.

xJ#180. "Infiltration of water in the San Uabrlel River could be used as ¯
bene~[icial co~ponent to reduce �ontaminant migratloninthe OU. This
com,)neat should be incorporated into at least one set of the model&ng
simulations used to evaluate remedial alternatives."

EPA~Z~_~: See response to previous comment, Aj#179.

Aj#181. "Am previously stated, EPA’s modeling simulations fall to identify the
detailed effects of recharge from the 8FSG on the locallzed groundwater flow
regime. Independent modeling simulations and actual water level measu1~ementz
conducted by EShA indicate that recharge at the SFSG changes the groundwater
flow direotlon from mouthwesterIy to easterly, not "more southerly toward the
recommended OU’extraction locations" as stated by SPA. This makes it imoro
difficult for the proposed extraction well~ to capture contaminants from the
upgradlent portion of the OU. Failure to recognize the ~hanges in flow
directions and gradients may result in negative impacts %o the OU rather than
benQflclal results. Theme components of EPA’s remedial alternative selection
process warrant further con~ideratlon and technical i~provement."

EPA_~q~9_~: The first sentence in this comment is ihcorrect.
See response to Aj#143.

In response to the second sentence, we agree that recharge at the
SFSG changes the flow directions to a more southeasterl~
direction, rather than to a more southerly direction. This
effect is shown in Figure 7-4. As stated several times in the
text, including in the paragraph referenced in the comment (p.9-
I0, 3rd paragraph), EPA acknowledges that recharge at SFSG has
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potentially negative remedial impacts and could increase the
amount of extraction necessary to attain remedial objectives.

A~#182. "~Ithough the diecusmlon focuses on the potentlal capacity of the
SFSG, the ability of the aquifer to receive this additional water is not
evaluate. Rising water levels have ¯ varlmty of negative impacts, including
flooding of gravel operations. Average yearly spreading qusntitlum of .&0,000
AF/YR will be increased 50percent withthspossible 20,O00AF/YRaddedby
USGVMWD. An additional 14,000AF/YRfrom Subarea 1 extraction (Alternltiwe
l, 8500 gpm) could create slgnlficant impacts on groundwater levels. The
impacts are compounded during wet Tears when precipitationandrunoff are
higher."

~PA RespQnse: ~A has completed an evaluation of the impa~ of
additional recharge on water levels and on the movement of
groundwater in the vicinity of the spreading basin. See pages
11-6 to 11-9, which presents theresults of a computer simulation
in which 24,000 af/yr was assumed to be recharged at the SFSG.

EPA’s preference is for treated water to be distributed to water
purveyors for direct use, but even if a majority of the treated
water is recharged, the amount recharged will be small in
relation to volumes already recharged. EPA does not expect its
remedy to result in water levels exceeding the operating limits
allowed by the Alhambra Judgment. EPA expects that any
additional impacts on water levels resulting from the actions of
the Metropolitan Water District will be mitigated through
agreements between Metropolitan and the Watermaster or individual
water purveyors. In any case, Section 9 includes a discussion of
potential adverse effects of lower or higher water levels,
including flooding of gravel quarries (pages 9-26 to 9-27).
Commentor is apparently dissatisfied with EPA’s evaluation, but
does not specify what additional evaluations should be completed.

Commentor mistakenly asserts that average yearly spreading by
USGVMWD will increase 50 percent. Representatives of the USGVMWD
have stated that they do not plan to increase their net usage of
the SFSG. Their plans are to supply reclaimed water for direct
use or to recharge reclaimed water in place of imported water,
resulting in no net change in the amount recharged. See 11/5/93
letter from Timothy Jochem of the USGVMWD, included in the
Administrative Record.

AJ#183. -Recharge effects oft his alternative [export h¥ Metropolitan] must
also be evaluated. Recharge at SFSG would be algnlficantly Increased if MET
recharged a similar amount in the winter months that they bought in s~ar
months. EPA would still have to find a dlmcharge point for water ptL~Dd in
winter months. If MET and purveyor demands were low and MET used additional
capacltl at SFSO, where could the winter extraction volumes be disobey;¯d?"

AS described in the response to the previous comment, EPA has
completed an evaluation of the impact of additional recharge at
the SFSG on the movement of groundwater in the vicinity of the
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spreading basin. Additional evaluations may be completed if
recharge is determined to be a preferred method cf distribution,
and as recharge scenarios are better defined.

"Winter extraction volumes" may be delivered to one or a
combination of the three distribution options described in the
Feasibility Study: delivery tow¯tar purveyors for local use;
deliwery to Metropolitan Water District for export; and recharge.
EPA’s evaluations indicate that it should be feasible to
distribute the proposed 19,000 gpm to one of a combination of
options. The comment highlights the fact that distribution of
treated water may be more difficult in winter months than in
summer months, due to decreased consumer demand for water and
increased competition for use of existing recharge areas.

A~#184. "Daclinlng water table conditions can result in decreased pu~eyor
yields and the dewatorlng of monitoring and production wells.-

We aqree. This comment restates text on page 9-27:

"Potential adverse effects of lower water levels
include...decreased yield of existing wells (possibly
to zero)..."

AJ#18!5. "Extr¯ction locations should be selected based on technical raauona
rather than site availability. The highest contaminant concentrations ¯re
ov~r ~a mile to the north. Was ¯ parcel review conducted there?"

Extraction locations¯r abased on technical reasons. Pages 10-12
to 10-14 include a discussion of site availability and cthe~z
factors to be considered in selecting parcels for new extraction
wells, but clearly state that "proximity to the preferred
extraction locations [is] the primary consideration in siting the
wells." The next paragraph on page 10-12 notes that the
rationale for selecting preferred [extraction] locations is
explained in section 7.

The Feasibility Study offers criteria to help guide the selection
of specific parcels, but does not include an evaluation of the
tens or hundreds of potential extraction well sites.

AJ#186. "The OUFS contains significant technlc¯l uncert¯intles in addition to
the institutional and logistical uncertaintiea summarized in this dla~msion.
There is only one monitoring well oute£de of Subarea I. No data exists on the
vertical distribution of cent¯sin¯flea in Sub¯re¯ I. Upgr¯dlant fin/as and
downgr¯dient limits of the contamination ¯re poorly characterized." Those
technical uncertainties could have ¯ large impact on costs and may complicate
the design of an effective remedial action."

~_~zDg/E!~:    Thiscomment duplicates previous comments. See
Response F for a detailed response. We do not believe that
uncertainty in the extent of contamination will interfere with
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remedy selection, have a "large impact on costs," or unreasonably
"complicate the design of an effective remedial action.

xJ#1B7. "On the basis of the slgniflc¯nt date gaps regarding thedlstrlbutlon
of chemicals in groundwater and hydrogeologi¢ conditions in the OU, and EPA’s
Inabillty to correctly identify "baseline" conditions in modeling ¯Imulmtlone
(e.g., hls~ric~l end current production well influences, recharge effects
from the GFSG), there exist signlflc¯nt obstacles that need to be r¯soITed
prior to the development of effectiw¯ remedial action ¯Itern¯tiw¯s. Failure
to pmsperlF ch¯racterlze these controlling elements prior to remedial
alte:rnatiwe development (Section 11 of the OUFS) maF result in adverse ~pacts
to ~he OU and further complicate long-term remedial actions."

EPA ResDons@: The statement regarding "EPA’s inability to
correctly identify "baseline" conditions in modeling simulations"
is incorrect. EPA’s model is able to simulate past and present
production well influences, as well as the effects of recharge at
SFSG (see response to comment AJ#143). We also disagree that
current data gaps present obstacles that need to be resolved
before remedy selection or "may result in adverse impacts to the
OU and further complicate long-term remedial actions." See
Response F for a more detailed response.

AJ#188. "This chapter does not adequatsI¥ develop ¯ "range" of remedial
alternatives for the OU. Four "remedlsl alternatiwes" ere preaent~, however,
with few minor exceptions these alternatives are "mirror images" of each
otheE. This does not allow EPA or the reviewer to select from ¯ true r|Lnge of
alte~nAtlwes. Differences between altsrnatiwes are pr/marilF in the option
selected for use of the treated water (e.g., recharge, export, and local
use). Three alternatives contain identical extraction schemes (29,000 ¢~m)
with the fourth alternatlve lacking only extraction in Subarea 2 (19,O0()gpm
total)."

SPA RespoDse: We believe that the four remedial alternatives
represent an appropriate range of cleanup options. The comment
expresses dissatisfaction with the range of alternatives included
in "the Feasibility Study, but does not identify any flaws in
logic or in the specific analyses completed during development
and screening of the alternatives. Nor does the comment specify
other alternatives that should be considered.

We also disagree with the comment that the choice of alternatives
limits a reviewer’s ability to offer comments on EPA’s proposal.
In the Baldwin Park Proposed Plan, EPA welcomed comments on all
aspects of the Feasibility Study, includingthe screening process
completed to develop remedialalternatives. The range and volume
of comments provided by Aerojet/ALR indicates recognition of the
opportunity to comment on all aspects of EPA’s proposal.

We wish to emphasize that the purpose of much of the Feasibility
Study is to explain the methodology used to screen out the less-
promising alternatives, and to describe the results of each
screening step (e.g., sections 6, 7, 8, 9, and ii). Section 6
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explains the rationale behind, and defines, EPA’s remedial
objectives. Section 7 describes the extent of contamination and
the results of computer modeling completed to determine
approximate extraction rates and locations. Section 8 describes
cost estimates completed to identify and estimate the costs of
treatment technologies.    Sections 9 and Ii include evaluations
of existing water purveyor systems, evaluations and projections
of spreading basin capacity, and comparisons of pipeline
alignments to identify promising distribution options.

AJ#189. "The 12 "water use options" all focus on disposal of the treatedL water
rather than as ¯ component to enhance remedial effectiveness, Why is this
important and kneficial aspect for alternative development exclud~ from the
ouFs? -

EPA Response: We assume that the comment is referring to using
recharge to enhance remedial effectiveness as previous comments
have. As described in the response to comment Aj#179 and in the
subsequent comment (which reprints text from page ii-6), recharge
at the three available facilities does not significantly enhance
remedial effectiveness as is implied by the comment.

AJ#lg0. "The statement that "the analyses of the 12 water use options focus on
cost, rather than on the other Superfund evaluation criteria (such a8 remedial
effectiveness)m because computer simulations do not indicate that the choice
of water use option results in a significant difference in remedial
effectivenesm" demonstrates EPA’s limited evaluation of remedial alternatives
considered for tho~POUFS."

EPA Response: We disagree, and commentor merely asserts that
EPA’s conclusions are inadequate without offering evidence to the
contrary. As described in response to Aj#179, EPA’s evaluations
did not indicate that recharge would significantly enhance
remedial effectiveness at any of the three facilities, and, at
ISG and SFSG, the potential negative remedial impacts may
actually outweigh any benefits of recharge.

AJ#~Lgl, "Recharge of treated groundwater should have been considered as a
general response action that would enhance the remedF or combined into a
broader re£ponse action (e.g., hydraulic containment). For example, recharge
of treated water along segments of the San Gabriel River can be used to
enhance the remedial effectiveness of the response action in the OU. on the
basis of the very sketchy information regarding the u.e of aquifer recharge as
an independent general response action in the OUFS, it iaapparent that EPA
has not conducted a complete technical evaluation of remedial alternative
options, but focused on one remedial alternative with a range of extraction
rates and two water dimposal options."

~~_~: We disagree with the conclusions included in this
c~nment, which duplicates previous comments. See responses to
comments AJ#94, Aj#179, and Aj#Ig0.

AJ#I92. "The use of the CFZST model for the purpose of evaluating OU decisions
(as implied in the statement "Section 7 provides recommendations on the rate
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and location8 of groundwater extraction based on the results of computer
1odoling slmulatlng the effects of varlou8 extraction configurations on the
movnsnt of groundwater and cont~nat£on £n the OU ar~a" [p. 11-I]) is
Considered technically inappropriate. The CFESTmodol is not sufflcien*;ly
callhratedon ¯ locallsod scale to provide the degree of detail neceseax~ for
eva~u&tlngOU alternatives. As previously stated In comments submitted to the
EPA dated JantuarI 20, 1993, failure to recognize such deficiencies of the
CFES2 model will result in t~hnically limited simulation results if applied
to Iocallsod OU scale decisions."

EPA ResPonse: We disagree with the conclusions included in this
co~nent, which duplicates previous comments. See response to

co,heats AJ#143 and Response C.

&~#193. "EPA’8 o.neoneluslon of their C~STmodel is summarlsed as "EPA’s
groundwater flow model is ¯ regional ~odel intended to simulate groundw~Lter
flow over relatively large areas, using regionally averaged conditions. EPA’¯
groundwater flow model is not, however, designed to discern local-scale
effects’. Regard18sa of this statement, the CFEST model Is used oxtensJ~oIy
b7 SPA as ~he prlmarybasis for rened£atlon alternative development and
evaluation that require detailed, local-scale analysis (e.g., Section 7.0)."

EPA Response: This comment duplicates previous comments. See
response to comment Aj#132 and Response C for a description of
the use of the CFEST model in the Baldwin Park OU.

AJ#194o "Figure 11-2 else demonstrates that any pumping in Subarea 2 wot~d
pull clean water outside of the Subarea as a result, in part of groundwater
mo~dimg at ISG. This results in a decrease of remedial effectiveness a~d may

have. an impact on contamlnant transport."

EPA Response:    The first sentence is not correct in claiming
that "any pumping in Subarea 2 would pull clean water outside of
the subarea." Only extraction above a certain rate, during
specific flow scenarios, captures water from outside of the
subarea. As stated in response to comment Aj#156, the objective
of OU extraction is to capture water from just beyond the subarea

boundaries under most flow conditions. Because the ISG are
located fairly close to the subarea boundary, part of the capture
zone does intersect the mound created by spreading at ISG.

We agree that spreading at ISG does result in some negative
remedial impacts downgradient of the facility, as described in
Section 9 of the FS.

AJ#~L95. "Option lK appears to he ¯ more efficient option than the enormouR
¯ no,mrs of pumping recommended in the proposed plan. It should be pursued if
it 18 determined that pumping in Subarea 3 i8 necessarT. If properlF located,
one wall alone could provide a substantial amount of migration control."

~P~ ~esDonse: Option IA alone cannot meet the migration control
objective for Subarea 3. Option IA and other Subarea 3 options
were evaluated individually to identify the most cost effective
water distribution option for each individual well cluster, and

are not intended as remedial alternatives-
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We ag[ree that one well alone can provide a substantial amount of
migration control. As shown in the FS, relatively few wells or
well clusters are needed to provide containment across large
areas of contamination.

XJ#196. "~e inclusion of Cluster 5 into the Subarea 3 response action is
inappropriate. The only benefit from this location is to address ¯ sin~le and
distinct localized source of carbon %etrachlorlde that is not connected with
the regional distribution of TCE/PCE. Please explain %he rationale for
including Cluster S into the regional Subarea 3 response action?"

Y~=~/L~fi: Carbon tetrachloride has been detected
consistently over time at multiple locations, not at a "single
and distinct location." Even if no other contaminants were
present, the concentrations of carbon tetrachloride in
groundwater would warrant remedial action.

We are unsure of the meaning or implication of the comment "that
the carbon tetrachloride is not connected with the regional
PCE/TCE contamination. Commentor offers no evidence of the
source of any of the contamination, whether PCE, TCE, CTC, or any
of t~e other contaminants. It is interesting to contrast this
assertion of a CTC,’microplume" with previous comments that the
available water quality data are insufficient to adequately
characterize the extent of contamination.

IJ#197. "Putting the treated water into lined Big Dalton Wash and allowing
infiltration along the unllned mile of Walnut Creek may provide contai,~ent
for the Ioc¯lised microplume of carbon tetrachlorlde. Cluster 5 is
uzulece Ill ar~jt’,"

EPA Response:     We disagree that cluster 5 is unnecessary., see
response to comment Aj#179 regarding the remedial effects of
recharge in this stretch of Walnut Creek.

AJ#198. "Has the impact of the additional 13,000 AF/YR recharge in SFSG been
eva.lusted in terml of contaminant transport and concentrations? As described
earlier, addlt£onsl recharge at SFSG will have a significant impact on
9roundwatmr flow and contaminant transport."

EpA_ResDonse:    As part of alternative development, recharge of
various amounts of water at SFSG was simulated to evaluate the
impacts on groundwater flow and contaminant transport. These
simulations included a range of recharge volumes, most of which
were larger than the 13,000 ac-ft/yr value discussed here. See
response to comment Aj#I79 for a description of a computer
simulation which assumed recharge of approximately 25,0.00 gpm at
the SFSG. The effects of recharge at the SFSG on the
distribution of contaminant concentrations in the OU area were
not evaluated.

AJ#199. "Since the other water option~, such as artificial recharge or
sulppIylng water to purveyors in lleu of pumping, do not result in a net lOSS
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of g:~undwater storage, MET should be required to replace water that £s
expo:~ed. However, this would significantly increase the amount of water that
MET would need to recharge in the SFSG, Causing locallF rising groundwater
levels and additional demand on GFSO capacity. This could also impact
gro~zdwater contaa~Lnant concentrations and transport."

EPA ResDopse:    Restrictions on, and impacts of, increased
Metropolitan involvement in the San Gabriel Basin are being
addressed in negotiations between Metropolitan and the Main San
Gabriel Basin Watermaster. We suggest you contact these parties

for additional information on the need for replacement of
exported water or other water resource issues. These issues are
also discussed in section 9 of the FS.

Potential effects of increased recharge at the SFSG are also
described in the FS.

AS#200. "Dietr£butlon of treated water to Little Dalton Wash has the adwsntago
of adding a d~r~ of ~igratlon control in Subarea 3. This recharge would
flow from lined channels of Little Dalton Wash and BAg Dalton Wash to unlined
Walnut Creek, located ImmedistelF downgradLent of Subarea 3."

EPA Response:    See response to AS#27 regarding recharge in this
stretch of Walnut creek.

AS#201. "It appears that capital costs are higher with local usa thtn with
rec~Lrge. However, O~4 could be higher with recharge depending on coat
offs,~ts by purveFors."

y~ es~: We agree. A similar comment is included in the
Proposed Plan:

"Recharge would probably be less expensive initially, but
more expensive over the life of the project due to higher
pumping costs."

AJ#202o -The no-actlon alternative or "Base Case" conditions are not correctly
identified for the OU. At a minimum, it i8 known end stated in other sections
of ~he OUFS that existing productlon wells 1900034 and 8000060 are located in
the OU and already have wellhead treatment equipment in operation. PleiLse
explain why these ~important wells have been excluded fro~ "Base Case"
simulations and evaluations."

EPA Response:    As stated in numerous previous responses,
ext~action at these wells is included in the base case
simulatlons and evaluations. See responses to comments AS#144

and AS#151.

AS#203° -Due to the 8ignifloant data deficiencies that are present in the OU,
the large number of monitoring wells that arm planned for installation at the
plume fringes to establish an "earll warning 8Tatem" would be better used as
monitoring wells to support system deel~, wells should be placed in both the
cent or Of the plume as well as some plume margin areas to quantifF plume
movement."
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EPA Response:    Proposed monitoring wells are placed in both the
center of the areas of contamination, as well as along the

margins of the contaminated areas. A revised table andfigure
are included (Table RS-3 and Figure RS-3) that further defines

the purpose of each monitoring well cluster.

AJ#204. "Once again, data that are instrumental in characterizing
contu~Inatlon in the upgredlmnt portion of %he plume are omitted. These data
refine, the leo-concentration lines and are located in a portion of the plume
that is ignored in the proposed monitoring program."

Y~k_~qIl~_~: Once again, we respond to the same comment. See
response to comment Aj#40. Revised iso-concentration lines in
the ~gradient portion of Subarea 1 would not impact the proposed

monitoring program.

&J#205. "Because the plume is inadequately characterized in Subarea 3, the
proposed new walls should be used primarily for characterization and
monitoring ~ to the selection of a remedial action in Subarea 3.,

~:    We disagree with the assertion that additional

characterization work is needed prior to remedy selection. See
Response F.

AJ#206. "There are no available data to determine the vertical distribution of
contamln~ntm in Subarea I."

EPA Response: This comment duplicates previous comments. See
responses to comments Aj#57- Aj#60.

~j#207. "These tlLbles list treatment objectives that are in all cases the
lowe=t MCL of those listed in Table 4-2 (i.e., the lower of the fmdaral and
state, MCLs, including proposed MCLs). This list includes both "applic~le"
and ~:BC ARARa; those MCLs not currently promulgated should not be used as
treatment objectives, unless no other appllcable or relevant and appropriate
concentration limits are available. The text should clearly dl,cuss which of
these objectives are based on applicable and which are based on TBC ARARa."

EPA Response: As stated on page 8-10 and in response to comment
Aj#72, the basis for the treatment objective for radon is the
proposed MCL. Because the proposed radon MCL is not a final MCL,

it is referred to as a "To Be Considered (TBC)." All other
treatment objectives listed in Tables 11-5 and 11-6 are ARARs
(with the exception of acetone, as noted in the Tables).

AJ#208. "simulations in section 7 demonstrate that higher extraction rates are
not remedlally affactlve. Section 9 amplifies the logistical problems of
discharging treated water. WhT are these hlgher-extractlon alter~atlves being
further discussed and evaluated?"

EPA~:    This comment is not correct in stating that
"higher" extraction rates are not remedially effective. As shown

on the figures in Section 7, extraction in Subarea 2 i_ss effective
at controlling migration within and downgradient of the Subarea
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and would remove significant contaminant mass. However, as

explained in Response B, EPA chose not to propose or select
extraction in this area.

&~#209. "Although it is stated "Figure 12-1 illustrates the major advantagas
and disadvantages among the altornatlvoa’, rsview of Figure 12-i ind£catms
that; all alternatives (with the exception of No Actlon) received the s~se
level of ranking. This supports the above claim that EPA has failed to
develop more than one remedial option. EPA has focused on Tarlatlons of one
reme4bLal alterna’ti.ve with a range of extraction rates and two options for
watQr dlsposal/usage. Please elaborate on the reference to the "uJor
adv|~tagea and disadvantages presented in Figure 12-I" 8o that the reader maT
discriminate between differences, if present."

EPA Respcns~: This comment duplicates a previous comment. See
response to comment Aj#188.

AJ#210. "Due to the significant lack of data to characterize the actual
distribution of chemicals in groundwater in the OU and EPA’I Inability to
conduct valid groundwater modeling for the OU using the CFEST model, it is
premature for EPA%o state that "none of the remedial actions would exacerbate
site conditions". Fa£1ure to focus on the extraction of groundwater at
locations where the highest concentrations of chemicals have been identified
in the OU, and instead to extract high volumes of groundwater more than 1-mile
do~agradient of thla source area is llkel¥ to result in exacerbating the
distribution of chemicals in Subarea 1, and Turther complicate and increase
the time and cost for long-term aquifer remedi&tion in the OU. Similarly,
there is sufficient evidence to support the fact that high volumes of recharge
at 4:ha SFSG and/or ISO resulting from the alternatives presented in the OUFS
could further negatively impact a poorly developed remedJ~l action which may
he implemented without the nscessar1, technical analyses."

~PA. ReSponse:    We disagree with this comment, which duplicates
previous comments. See Response F.

~J#211. "What is the rationale for conducting groundwater modeling for 12.75=

EPA Response:    EPA developed its original computer model
simulating groundwater flow in the San Gabriel Basin using a
groundwater budget analysis that included data starting with the
1977-78 water year (beginning October I, 1977) continuing through
June 1984 (the most recently available pumpage data at that
time). This 6.75-year period was selected to include a
reasonable range of the hydrologic conditions encountered over

the longer period of record. Subsequent model updates extended
the model period through June 1990, for a total of 12.75 years.
Because the annual San Gabriel Basin Watermaster Reports, which
compile groundwater pumpage data, are completed for a period

running from July through June of each year (and not the standard
October through September water year), the model updates have
always included a period that ends with 0.75 years.
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See Appendix A of the Supplemental Sampling Program (SSP) Report

for additional discussion of EPA’s initial modeling efforts (EPA,

1986) o

AJ#212. "Because the "No,Actlon" simulation was conducted with a groundwater
flow :model and not a contaminant transport model, it is incorrect to assume
that cont~mlnmnt concentration levels, would increase in the particle tracked
directions. Although small ~LLUtS of cont&minants maT be moving, processes
much am dispersion and retardation could keep concentrations well below MCLs
during that entire distance."

EY~Z931~_~: We disagree. The widely-accepted presumption is
that contaminants move with groundwater. See Response A for a

detailed response to the "no-migration" hypothesis.

AJ#213. "Fi~l~re 12-2 fails to adequatelT represent "Base ~se" conditions in
the C~. In contrast to EPA’a simulations, independent groundwater modeling
and ~article tracking conducted using a local-scale groundwater ~el

developed specifically for evaluating remedial alternatives in the OU indicate
that the operation of VCWD’s Arrow Highway and Lante well clueterdoprovlde a
considerable containment component for Subarea I. In fact, modeling
simulations conducted by others prior to the construction of wellhead
treatment equlpment at these locations support this independent conclusion."

EPA R~spoDse: EPAhas simulated base case conditions, including
operation of the Arrow/Lante well cluster. See response to
comment Aj#145

AJ#2~L&. "Please provide the data to support EPA’a assumption "that significant
extraction continues at only one existlng well cluster that could help meet
the remedial objectives of this OU’. Other well clusters exist in the
vIc~21tT of Sub&tea 3. ~hose wellJ hate not been included in EPA’s No--Actlon
~te~rnatlwe."

EPA Response: The quoted statement refers to the Arrow/Lante
cluster, which is the only cluster currently extracting

significant amounts of water within the OU Subareas. We agree
that other well clusters exist in the vicinity of the Subarea
that may be contributing, or may in the future contribute, to

EPA"s remedial objectives.

The last portion of the comment is incorrect. Wells located
downqradient of Subarea 3 ~ included in the no-action
alternative simulations.

KJ#215. "Please show the approximate limit of capture on Figure 12-2 s:bmilar
to the method used for Figure 12-~."

~PA Response:    A revised figure is attached (Figure RS-8)
showing the approximate limits of capture for the no-action
alternative.

AJ#216. "Please explain why the Arrow and Lants well cluster was not included
with the computer simulations for the other Alternative scenarios presented in
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the OUFS. The Arrow and Lante cluster should be incorporated into all
scenarios considered for Subareaa 1 and 2."

~PA Responsg: The comment is incorrect. This cluster ls
included in all computer simulations presented in the FS.
response to Aj#145.

See

AJ#217. "In contrast ~o EPA’s broad conclusion "all of the remedial
alternatives would be effective in meeting the remedial objectives of %Jlls 0U
including reducing the eventual cost, difficulty, and tlmo required for
containment or restoration of the aquifer" there exists serious risk that
components of the Subarea 1 response action could further exacerbate both the
areal and vertical distribution of contaminants and increase the complexity,
eventual cost and time accesserI for remedlatlon."

EPA Response: This comment appears to duplicate previous
co~ents, which refer to the proposed extraction scenario in

Subarea i. See Response F.

AJ#218. "Long-term effectiveness and permanlnce of+remedlal measures could be
increased if extraction were proposed at "hot-spots" where contaminants are
orders of ~agnitude higher than elsewhere in the OU. This also applies to the
reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume."

EPA Response: We agree that additional extraction in Subarea i
(beyond that proposed by EPA) would speed the removal of
contaminant mass from the aquifer. Any additional extraction in
higlhly contaminated areas will remove contaminant mass. At
issue, however, is whether additional extraction beyond that
proposed by EPA is warranted given the significant cost of each

incremental amount extracted.

See Response B for a more detailed explanation of tradeoffs of

additional extraction beyond that proposed by EPA.

AJ#219. "Have additional simulations much as those presented in Section 7
conflrmedthat smaller extraction volumes are unacceptable? Why were ~kese
ava].uat£ons not shown and discussed?"

~PA ResPonse:    We believe that simulations shown and discussed
in Section 7 demonstrate that smaller extraction volumes are
unacceptable. As explained in Section 7, lower extraction :rates

would not be able to adequately meet EPA’s remedial objectives
for the presently-defined subarea boundaries and expected range
of groundwater flow conditions. Results of simulations are shown

in Sections 7 and II.

~J#220. "Potential financial impacts due to continued migration are
uns1~stantlated due to the uncertainties of contsmlnant transport."

~PA Response: We disagree. See Response A.

AJ#221. "Why is the assumed flow rate used in the assessment of air emissions
2 to 30 times larger than the flow rate assumed for any of the treatment
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facilitle. Included in the remediatlon alternative? ,These numbers should
match the flow rata assumptions used in designing the treatment systems, for a
more appropriate assessment of potential air emissions."

EPA R~: The evaluation of incremental risk from air
emissions assumed a higher flow rate (70,000 gpm) than the
remedial alternatives (19,000 to 29,000 gpm) because the air risk
evaluation was completed before the development of the remedial
alternatives° Because the sizes of the remedial alternatives
were uncertain, the evaluation was completed assuming the l~.~gest
size project under consideration (70,000 gpm), based on the logic
that if there are insignificant risks associated with a 70,000
gpm project, there will be insignificant risks associated with
any of the likely (smaller) project sizes.

The results of the evaluation are stated on page A.I-II:

"The sum of the noncancer hazard quotients for the COPC is
0.05, below the level of concern for noncancer health
effects. The estimated excess lifetime cancer risk for
residential inhalation exposure is 3 x 10-6, which meets the
requirements of EPA and the SCAQMD."

The :relatively low risk implies that repeating the evaluation
with lower flow rates is unnecessary and would not be an
efficient use of resources (unless other assumptions such as
influent concentrations change significantly).

Commentor is concerned that readers may misinterpret the results
of the~ air risk evaluation. The text clearly notes in the
introduction and in the discussion of results that the assumed
project size was "2 to 30 times larger than the flow rate assumed
for any of the treatment facilities included in the remedial
alternatives" (see pages A.I-I and A.I-II).

AJ#222. "The text indicates that the chemical concentrations used in the air
risk evaluation "differ somewhat" from the concentration, assumed in the
evall,ation of Alternative 4. Please discuss the effect, of this inconsistency
on tlae results of the predicted inhalation risks."

EpA Response: The effect of the difference is insignificant,
particularly in relation to other factors affecting the risk
estimate. (See A.1-11 for a discussion of these factors). This
conclusion is obvious from a comparison of concentrations in
Tables A.I-I and 8-1. Using the concentrations from Table 8-1
instead of A.1-1 does not change the cancer risk estimate of 3 x
10-~, rounding off to one significant figure.

AJ#223. "The scRE~ modal used to conduct the air risk evaluation is a very
conservative model that uses default metaorologlcsl data, rather than sito-
.poe:ilia data. In addition, the conservative assumptlon was made that
emissions from all 24 air strippers would originate from one -representative
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stack’, thereby significantly ovmresti~Lting the aiesiona that would b~s
expected to occur from a single stack or small group of s~ecks. Although the
documenu doma point OUt that the asse=sment is coneerwatlvo, neverthelelse,
elewated concentrations of carcinogenic and noncarcinogenlc chemicals have
been est~maated at an offsets KZI location. Hypothetlcel health risks at this
location Mere predicted to be in excess of 1 x 10-6, suggesting that 2-~CT
would be necessary to control the emissions (based on the bullets listed on
p.A.l-10}. It is unclear whether the results of thls screening assessment
will be used torequire T-BACT for the project. The results of the airriak
evaluation indicate only that the estimated risk of 3 x 10-" "meets the
re~llrements of SPA and the 6CAQMD". Clearly, basedon the conserwatiwe
aes~iona used in the assessment, the "actual" healthrlska assoc£at~i with
the air stripperemlsaiona are expected to ba well below I0"~, indicating that
T-B~LCTwOuld not be necessary for the protection of human health in the area."

SPA Response: As stated on page A.1-11, the project, when
constructed, is likely to differ in flow rate and treatment
facility configuration from assumptions made in the air risk
evaluation. If these or other parameters differ significantly
from assumptions made in the air risk evaluation, the evaluation
may not be directly applicable to the project as constructed.

AJ#224. "The o~rs should more £horoughlF discuss the overestimations and
highly conservative assumptions made in the assessment, and clearly spell out
to the public that there will N0T be 24 stacks located together, that people
do NOT llve at one location for 70-years (EPA indicates for health risk
asses~mentm that the 90thpercentile duration of residence is 30-years; this
value should be used in the risk assessment), that the VOCs are readily
degraded in the atmosphere, and that the flow rate used in the analysis is up
to 30 times more conservative than the expected flow rate of any of the
pro~sed the stripper system(a). Overall, the public should be informed that
this assessment is extremely conservative, and that if a refined analysis were
conducted, the predicted health risks would likely be lowered by several
orders of magnitude."

SPA ResPonse: These assumptions are noted in Appendix A, as is
the conservative nature of the air risk evaluation.

AJ#225. "Conducting a screening assessment of this nature unnecessarily raises
public concerns, and can result in increased project costs due to the use of
unnecessary pollutlon controls, as well as increased risk communication to
ease public concerns. The document should clearly discuss and interpret the
results of the risk assessment, and clearly indicate that additional pollution
controls (i.e., ~-BACT} are NOT expected to be necessary for the protection of
humILn health in the project area."

EPA Rgspons~: This comment duplicates previous comments. See
response to comments Aj#221-224.

AJ#226. "SPA has indicated that route-to-route extrapolation should not be
conducted for chemicals without toxicity data for a specific pathway. Because
of the significant uncertalnt£es associated with this approach, EPA has
developed RfCs for many chemicals (so that route-to-route extrapolation will
not he necessarF) o In the air risk evaluation, routs-to-route extrapolation
was conducted for all chemicals without RfCs; using this approach, toxi,=ity
dat|i for 8 of the 14 chemicals evaluated in the air risk evaluation was
extrapolated on the basis of oral toxicity. The document should clearly
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discus| the basis of the extrapolation :for each chemical, and the toxicity
data used to estimate inhalation toxicity values."

~=_s~: Route to route extrapolations were used when
there were no noncancer toxicity values available for the
inhalation route (i.e., oral reference doses [RfDs] were used for
inhaled exposures for organic compounds that lack inhalation
reference concentrations [RfCs]). This methodology is consistent
With EPA Region IX guidance (see USEPA. Region IX Preliminary

Remediation Goals (PRGs), Fourth Quarter 1993, 11/1/93).
Although this methodology may introduce additional conservatism
in the risk assessment, the estimated noncancer hazard index for
exposure to air stripper emissions is well below the EPA’s target
hazard index of I.

AJ#22’7. "There is currently no RfD for TCE; both Table A.1-5 and p. A.1.2-1
llst an RfD of 0.006; this value actually represents the new ECAO inhalation
slope fac~r for the chemical. The RfD should he deleted, and the results of
the analysis shoul~ be changed accordingly."

EPA IRespoDse: The comment is incorrect. See response to comment
kj#89.

AJ#228. "The air risk assessment uses different toxicity values (e.g., RfC)
ud intake assumptions (e.g., duration of residency of 70-years) for mo|;t
~hemlcals than those assumptions used in the health risk assessment in section
4. It 18 unclear why two different approaches for assessing potential health
risks were used."

EPA Response:    Commentor is incorrect. The inhalation toxicity
values used in the Appendix A and Section 5 are exactly the same.
[We presume that commentor intended to refer to section 5,
"Preliminary Baseline Risk Assessment," not Section 4,
"Identification of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements."] However, in Appendix A, inhalation values are
expressed in units of mg/m~ and in Section 5 inhalation toxicity
~alues are expressed in units of mg/kg/day. To convert from
units of mg/m~ to mg/kg/day, a breathing rate of 20 m3/day and a
bod~eight of 70 kg is assumed.

To calculate inhalation cancer risks for exposure to air stripper
emissions, the inhalation cancer slope factors were multiplied by
the estimated air concentrations. This is a conservative
calculation in that it does not take into account an exposure
duration of less than a lifetime. To estimate excess lifetime
cancer risks for an exposure duration of 30 years, the estimated
cancer risks presented in Appendix A may be multiplied by 0.43

(30/70).

AJ#229. "The air risk evaluation should clearly state that if all cancer rilks
wore summed considering the cancer WOE, that predicted health risks (even
under the worse-case assumptions used) would not 8ignifieantlT exceed JL0"~.

Summing all known, probable, and possible human carcinogens together as if
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they are all "known" human carcinogens is not consistent with standard risk
assessment practices. If summation of all carcinogenic chemicals wal done
because a "screening" risk assessment was conducted, it should be clearly
polr~ed Out.to the public that th~a practice will result in an overestimation
of predicted health risks."

EPA Response:    EPA’s method is consistent with standard risk
assessment practices. EPA guidance recommends calculating a
pathway-specific cancer risk estimate and hazard index by slumming
the contributions of each chemical in the pathway (see EPA "RAGs"
guidance (EPA/540/1-89/O02) and EPA Region IX supplement
(December 15, 1989)). This method of estimating risk includes
theassumption of independence of action by the compounds
involved (i.e., no synergistic or antagonistic chemical
interactions) and gives equal weight to all classes of
carcinogens. The summation of upper bound estimates of excess
lifetime cancer risk can introduce additional conservatism in the
risk assessment, this conservatism is acknowledged in the risk
assessment in Section A.I.3.3, Risk Characterization. In
addition, the weight of evidence classification for all
carcinogens is listed in Table A.I-5.

&J#230." It ks unclear why health risks for VOCz and radon were conducted in a
dif~erent manner. It appears that an exposure duration of 70--years was used
for the VOCs, while a duration of 30-years was used for the radon. This
inconsistency should he corrected; a value of 30-years exposure duration
should be used for all chemicals."

EPA ResDQnse:    See response to comment AJ#228.

A~#231. "A "Results" section should be added %0 the air risk evaluatlon, that
clearly points out that the risks predicted from inhalation of each site-
related COC are less than i0-6; only risks from naturallF occurring radon
equals this value."

EPA ResPonse: Risk estimates for each compound are clearly
summarized in Table A.I-6.

AJ#:Z32. "The risk assessment for radon should be removed from the asse|;sment
of slte-related risks. Radon la naturally occurring, and is not site-
related. It is inappropriate to sum risks from both site-related and
na~rally occurring chemicals in the assessment, without clearly explaining to
the public that risks from exq~osure to radon are related to background
conditions in the area. By presenting the risks associated withradon
=eparatel~ from risks associated with site-related chemlcala, the public can
be informed that the risks from this chemical have been considered, however,
do not have a direct bearing on the remediation proposed for the OU."

EPAResDonse: We disagree with commentor’s recommendation that
risk resulting from radon be ignored or hidden in the risk
assessment. Radon is naturally-occurring and "site-related" in
that its presence contributes to the risk that would be
experienced by those exposed to air emissions from the selected
remedy. All risks resulting from implementation of a remedial
action in the Baldwin Park area "have a direct bearing" on EPA’s
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proposal, regardless of the contaminant’s origin. Table A.I-6
allows interested readers to discern the risk contribution from
radon and other individual compounds of concern.

AJ#233. "The Polopolus well has a very shallow screen depth. Was this
considered in the evaluatlon? The well is onZF 0.S-nile upgradlont of the EPA
uultl--port monitoring wall which detected the higher contaminant
coDcei~rations several hundred feet below the equivalent Polopolua well
intake. WhT wasn’t this well sampled more often In the last 13-years? It is
located in the center of the saln area of VOC contamination."

EPA ResDoDs@: The contaminant data from the Polopolus well were
not adjusted in any way to account for the relatively shallow
dep~ of this well. It should be noted that, as shown in Figure
3-9, depth-speclfic sampling indicated that contaminant
concentrations were fairly uniform across the upper several
hundred feet of the aquifer upgradient of the Polopolus well.

Although it is certainly possible that higher concentrations are
present deeper into the aquifer at the Polopolus well location,
EPA’s monitoring well MW5-1 is D_Q~t directly downgradient of the
Polopolus well (it is more cross gradient). Thus, the
distribution of contamination at the two locations would not
necessarily be expected to be similar.

Unlike most of the production wells in the basin, because the
Polopolus well is a privately-owned irrigation well, state-
mandated sampling under Title 22 is not required. EPA has
sampled the well during each EPA-sponsored sampling event in the
basin (1985, 1987, 1990, and 1991).

AJ#2"I&. "Attachment A contains water quality data from some wells through
Novembmr 18, 1991, not November 7, 1990 as indicated in the text. Are all
data from November 1990 to November 1991 included?"

~pA ~esp0Dse: November 7, 1990 is the cutoff date for sampling
data used to develop influent water quality estimates. November
18, 1991 is the cutoff date for data included in the original
Attachment A (an updated Attachment A containing data through
10/93 has been added to the Administrative Record). The cutoff
dates differ because, as stated in Attachment A and elsewhere in
these responses, as the FS progressed, different cut-off dates
were used for the water-quality data incorporated into various
evaluations (based on available data at the time the evaluation
was performed).

AJ#235. "These two wells [SGVWC B6] are located at the downgradlent portion of
Subarea 3. The document comments [in AppendiK B] that pumping rates and
durations may control the VOC concentrations in those wells, suggesting that
pumping is pulling contaminants downgradlent. Decreases in pumping might
result in ¯ receding plume."
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EPA Response:    We agree that production at the B6 wells
influences the local groundwater flow gradient. (It should be

noted that these two wells have been inactive forapproximately
four years.) However, it is unclear how the conclusion could be
drawn that reduced pumping might result in a "receding plume."
Even with no pumping from these wells, regional groundwater flow

directions (and thus, contaminant migration) are towards this
well cluster from upgradlent in the OU area. Consequently,
reduced pumping would not cause contaminant migration to change
directions or "recede" in the upgradient direction.

AJ#236. "Were the relatively high concentrations of other inorganic8, such as
TDS,r factored into the treatment costs? Background inorganic water quality
for the San Gabriel Basin is characterised as "hard" water and Ray result in
addled costa."

Y~~: The inorganic quality of groundwater in the OU
area was considered in the treatment evaluations.

A~#237. "Because of the rlik of pulling nitrates from the east with hig~
pumping rates, it is essential to conduct detailed analyses to recommend the
lowest possible extraction rate that will accomplish all of the obJect~xee."

~PA Response: We agree.

AJ#238. "If the proposed extraction location in Subarea 1 was moved to the
area of highest contamination, (north of the 1-210 freeway), the predicated
ground surface elevation at the well would increase more than 50 feet. This
additional elevation Ray facilitate the surface conveFance to the Clty of
Asuaa reservoirs."

~~: comment noted.

AJ#239. "Additional contaminant characterization should be included as an
objective. Current characterization is incomplete in all aream of the OUI

O Vertical distribution is unknown in Subarea 1.
o Subarea 2 is defined only by four wells, three production wells and
one~nltoring well.
o There ere no monitoring wells in Subarea 3. Vertical and area][
distributions of contaminants are uncortaln.

Much of this characterization is necessary Drier to selecting a remedy."

EPA RespoDse:    We agree that additional contaminant

characterization is a key objective of the monitoring program.
This was one of the criteria used in identifying the recommlended

monitoring well locations and should have been included in this
list. An updated table is included in this Responsiveness
Sux~ary (Table RS-3) to provide additional information on the

purpose of each new monitoring well cluster.

We agree that the monitoring program must be one of the first
steps during the time of remedial deslqn. We do not, however,
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agree that the monitoring program must Precede remedy selection.
As stated previously, adequate information has been collected and
is presently available to select a remedy for the Baldwin Park
OU. See Response F for additional details.

XJ#240. ’MW-5-07 and 08000039 appear redundant. Wall 0800039 can be used aa
aarly warning for Clustar 5."

~_~9/~QDg_~:    Production well 08000039 is located over 3,600
feet upgradient of the assumed Cluster 5 extraction location.
Thiswas considered too far upgradient to provide reliable early
warning data for changes in contaminant conditions. In addition,
monitoring well clusters, rather than production wells, are
preferred for the early warning clusters to provide better data
on the vertical distribution of contaminants.

1j#241. "MWS-02 should be located farther downgradient and used to euppl,ement
the other downgradlent walls that have varying screen depths."

EPA ResPonse: The purpose of MW5-2 is to help monitor the
remedial effeotiveness of Subarea 3 extraction by observing
changes in contaminant conditions just downqr~dieDt of the
Subarea. The downgradient production wells referred to in the
comment will provide additional information to supplement data
from MWS-2, but are a bit further downgradient than desired for
monitoring remedial effectiveness in Subarea 3.

&j#24;2. "The timing and purpose of the proposed monitoring wells should be
revised. Sevar&l of these wells should ha installed initially, monitored, and
used to ~ tha contaminant characterization. Only then should extraction
location and pumping be finalized."

EPA Response:    We agree that the new monitoring wells should be
used to update our understanding of the extent of contamination
in the OU area. And, as described previously, the extraction
locations and rates will not be finalized until data have been
gat21ered from the monitoring program.

XJ#2,1L3. "This discussion (p.Z-9) amplifias the need for additional data from
the monitoring program, yet none of these program wells have the stated
purl>Ose of additional aquifer characterization."

EPA R~SDonse: The FS recommends approximate type, number, and
location of wells, but it is not its purpose to serve as a
workplan for the installation or sampling of wells. After the
Record of Decision is completed, EPA or Potentially Responsible
Parties will prepare a detailed workplan for the installation and
operation of the monitoring network. Data on aquifer properties
will certainly be collected during monitoring well installation.

AJ#244. "How does the role of the San Gabrlel Basin Water Quality Authority
bland or overlap with agency responsibilities? Since they are involved in
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groundwater qualitT projects in the basin, their role and responsibilitles
should be included."

EPA and staff of the SanGabriel Basin Water Quality Authority

perlodibally meet to coordinate investigation and clean up
actions in the Baldwin Park area and in other parts of the Basin.
The Authority, however, as an independent agency established by
State legislation, reaches its own decisions on how to contribute
to the cleanup. Our current understanding is that the Authority

intends to complete installation of wellhead treatment at the Big
Da~hon well. We suggest that you contact the Authority directly
for more detailed information about their planned activities.

AJ#245. "Are both the Jtrrow and Lante walls pumped at capacity dulng the
almulat£ons? Simulations in ~sctlon 7 show the significance of this pumping."

EPA Response:    The extraction rate assumed for these wells in
all simulations is 3,000 gpme plus the existing pumping rate from
the Lante well during the three-year period of existing
extraction incorporated into the simulations. The 3,000 gpm flow
rate was based on discussions with the water purveyor regarding
the planned use of the new Arrow Highway treatment facility.

AJ#246. "Are ~ny of the simulations with increased recharge mho~n or dla~cussed
in this document? If not, why not?"

EPA ResPonse: Yes, see Figure 11-2 and accompanying text on
pages 11-6 and 11-9.

AJ#247. "Oiven the discussion of the importance of secondary sources and the
limitations of particle tracking to uvalu&te this condltion, why wasn’t one of
the simulated extractlon locations in Subarea 1 moved to the area Juspec:ted of
containing secondarT sources?"

~ s_~:    This comment duplicates previous comments
recommending additional extraction upgradient of EPA’s proposed
locations in the upper area. See Response B.

AJ#248. "There are references in the OUFS about recent sampling in the Baldwin

Park: ke], well (ZI000006}, 3let no data from this well are included in

Arts chme~t A."

~PA RespQnse:    This comment duplicates a previous comment, see
response to comment AJ#I5.

A~#249. "Data from EPA Well MW611-19 are included in Attachment A. I~ 1~hls
well in the oU?"

EPA ResPonse: Data included in Attachment A are from wells in or
in the vicinity of the areas of known contamination. EPA Well

MW611-19 meets this criterion.
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AJ#250.-"Figure I-4 indicate8 that EPA has conducted recent groundwater
sampling at Wells 01900831 and 01902971. However, data from these well|| are
not ~ncluded in Attachment A."

EPA ResD0nse: This comment duplicates a previous comment. See

response to comment AJ#15.

XVIL2 Response to "Review Comments, Proposed Plan, May 1993, Baldwin
Park Operable Unit"

AJ#251. In this submittal, AeroJet/ALR repeat the same �omplaintse criticisms,
and assertion8 made in their comments on the Baldwin Park Operable Unit
Feasibility Study. They criticize EPA’a Proposed Plan aE "based on
slmp].ifying assumptions that are not technically defensible." They assert
that EPA "fail[s] to consider local variations in the groundwater flow :regime
and the effects of the proposed remedy on local groundwater flow and
contaminant transport’; "fails to incorporate strategic source control
measures’; "fails to recognlze the benefits of existing wellhead treatment
facilitlem"; "fails to adequately accurately [sic] descr//~s "Base Case"
hydraulic conditions...’; "fail[s] to optimize the effoctivenmss of pro.posed
project and thereby limited remediation objectives’; and, finally, that EPA’s
proposal risks "damage to the groundwater rmsource."

They continue, asserting that a "detailed review of the rationale provided and
the available data for the OU indicates that basis for the proposed response
action in unsubstantiated and appears to be driven by schedule...’; that
"EPA’s groundwater modeling resulta are not sufficiently detailed to simulate
the effects of current and historic pumping and recharge patterns upon flow
conditions in Subarea8 1 and 3"; that "EPA has failed to demonstrate the ~eed
for additional migration control actions in downgradient areas (Subarea3)...’;
and includes "distorted" risk estimates and "exaggerated" claims of the costs
of not taking action.

EPA~: These comments duplicate previous comments. See
summary response to Aerojet/ALR general comments on the Baldwin
Par]< Operable Unit Feasibility Study and responses to
app~coximately 250 specific comments that follow the general
co~ent. EPA believes that the majority of these comments make
incorrect assertions or reach unsupported conclusions, and do not
warrant any changes in EPA’s proposed remedy.

&J#252. In its comments on EPA’s proposed remedial action in Subarea 3dr
AeroJet[ALR assert that EPA has not demonstrated that the proposed remedial
action in Subarea 3 is needed to meet EPA’s stated remedial objective. They
cite "independent analyses" completed by Camp Dresser & McKee, consultants to
the San Gabriel Basin Industry Coalition, hypothemislng that the plues have
mtul,illzed or xmac~ed mqu/librium. They also assert that "a broad non-
detectable area of TCE and PCE exists between the downgradlmnt margin of
8ubetrea 3 and Whittier Narrows." Lastly, .they aEsert that EPA’s remedial
objective for Subarea 3 contradicts a statement in the FS that "available data
do not show any significant change in contaminant levels downgradlent .of
Subarea 3 to as far as Whittier Narrows."
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EP~P~Ep_qDg_~:    The "independent analyses" completed by Camp
Dresser & McKee are speculative, largely unsupported by site-
specific data, based on misinterpretations of data (e.g.,
mistakenly alleging oscillation and retraction of the plumes) and
fail to consider site’specific evidence refuting their plume
equilibrium~no action hypothesis. See summary response to
Aerojet/ALRgeneral comments on the Baldwin Park OU Feasibility
Study and Response A for a detailed explanation of the need for
action in Subarea 3.

Also, we agree that neither TCE nor PCE have been detected at
so~e wells downgradient of Subarea 3, but would not characterize
the area of non-detects as broad due to the paucity of sampling
locations in this area. We also note the presence of other
contaminants at levels above MCLs (e.g., carbon tetrachloride) at
wells where neither PCE nor TCE have been detected.

Finally, we are unclear of any contradiction between EPA’s stated
remedial objectives and the referenced statement. Contaminant
concentrations within Subarea 3 are higher than concentrations
do~gradient of the subarea, indicating possible benefits of
remedialaction to prevent the more contaminated groundwater from
migrating into less contaminated downgradient areas. The
referenced statement notes that there is not a "significant
change in contaminant levels from just ~ownqradlent o~ Subarea 3
to as far south as Whittier Narrows."    Contaminant
concentrations of different compounds at various wells in the
interval from 5ust downcrra~ient of Subarea 3 to the Whittier
Narrows area are generally at or near MCLs. Thus, as stated in
the text, there is not a "significant change" in overall
contaminant levels within this stretch. Also see response to
co=~ent AJ#130.

AJ#253. In its comments on EPA’s proposed remedial action in subarea 1,
Aerojet/ALR note the distance between well WIOWOMWI amd EPA’S recommended
extr&ction locations, and asserts that EPA’s recommended extraction locations
in Subarea I may "exacerbate the migration of chemicals from the highest
concentration source areas to less contaminated areas..."

~P~ Response: EPA believes that its recommended extractionr
locations represent an effective strategy for limiting the
miq~ation of contamination detected at well WIOWOMW1. See
Response B for a detailed explanation of the rationale for EPA’s
recommended extraction locations.

AJ#254. AeroJet[ALR also am,err %hat EPA faile4 %o ident£f~ the h’ydraullc
capture zones present from the operation of the ~rrow and Lante wellhead
treatment facilities and did not adequately account for localize changes in
groundwater flow direction and gradiente that have been documented in response
to recharge events at the Santa Fe Spreading oroundm.
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EPA Response: These assertions is incorrect; EPA did assume
continued extraction at the Arrow/Lante wells and did account for
recharge at the Santa Fe Spreading Grounds. Aerojet/ALR in fact
acknowledge that EPA accounted for extraction at the Arrow/Lante

location. See response to comments AJ# 143 and Aj#145, and
Response B.

AJ#255. AeroJet/~ recolmend that the "Subarea I rssponse ¯ctlon must.
consider both mass removal of chemicals per volume of water extracted and
mlg:~¯tion control, end optimize extraction to achieve both objectives. Source
control i| ¯ prerequisite tO optlmlso the effectlvenosm of groundwateR-
rem4edlatlon An Subarea l."

EPA ResPonse: We agree that migration control and mass removal
are both remedial objectives for the Baldwin Park OU. See
Response B for additional details on how these objectiveswill be
translated into extraction rates, locations, and other project
details. We also note that EPA’s proposed extraction and

treatment in Subarea I would provide significant "source
control."

XVII.3 Response to "Proposal for Technical Modifications Optimization of
U.S.EPA Region IX Subarea 1 Proposed Project, Baldwin Park Operable Unit"

AJ#256. AeroJet/ALR state that "Although data deficiencies elSO exist; in
Subarea I, an interim action that specifically targets source control appears
feasible at the present time. Aerojet/ALR state, however, that concentrations
of IPC~ and TCE in groundwater at wells OSCOMW2 end WIOWOMWI are "the highest
concentrations identified in Subarea I by at least an order of magnitude, yet
EPA’ closest extraction location, Cluster I0, is located up to l-mile
do~ngradlent of theme evident hot spots."

Aerojet/ALR assert that "EPA’s Subarea I proposed project ... does not: address
source control, and in fact will likely exacerbate the spread of cont¯mlnantm
from "hot spots" into less contaminated zones of the aquifer." Aerojet/ALR
describe their analysls of groundwater flow and water quality, their computer
modeling efforts, and recommend that EPA relocate recommended extraction
locations as shown in the submlttal (Plato 18) to "optimize the efficiency of
contaminant removal by at least an order of magnitude, while maintaln~bsg EPA’s
goal for containment in Subarea I." The three recommended locations are:

¯ in the vicinity of well WIOWOMWI (suggested rate = 3,000 gpm)
- in the vicinity of well OSCOMW2 (suggested rate z 4,000 gpm)
¯ along Gladstone Street northeast of EPA’s proposed 10 and 13 clusters
(suggested rate - 2,000 ~m}

They argue that their recommendations would "prevent the spread of
contaminants from "hot spots" into less contaminated sones of the aquifer ...
and wall ultimately decrease both the time and costs required for remedlation
not only [in] Subarea I, but throughout the CUe"

EPA Response: See Response B for a detailed rebuttal to
criticisms of the pumping configuration in EPA’s Subarea 1
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proposed project, including the value of the additional
extraction in the vicinity of well WIOWOMWI.

Because the Record of Decision recommends, but does not require,
groundwater extraction rates and locations, EPA has not completed
a detailed review of the computer modeling or other analyses
carried outln support of the proposal to replace EPA’s
recommended extraction rates and locations with less extraction
in the vicinity of well OSCOMW2 and along Gladstone Street. our
o~a evaluations lead us to expect that extraction in the vicinity
of well WIOWOMWI will remove contaminant mass, but will [L~[
contribute to EPA’s objective Of limiting migration of
contaminated groundwater out of Subarea i. If so, then com~entor
is proposing to substitute 6,000 gpm of extraction at well
OSCOMW2 and along Gladstone Street in place of the 8,500 gpm that
EPA’s evaluations indicate is necessary. In their submittal,
co~entor does not identify what differences in hydraulic
conductivity, differences in ~nterpretatlon of the extent of
contamination, or other differences justify their assertion that
they can extract approximately 30% less groundwater and still
satisfy EPA’s migration control objective. Also see response to
AJ#130.

AJ#257. AeroJetlALR repeat their aamertlon that "Technical evaluations
stz~}nglT indicate that the proposed project in Subarea 3 is without technical
Juatiflcatlon, and requires additional data collection and further anaIFsle
prh)r to remedy selection."

EPA_~: We disagree. See Response A.

~J#258. ~eroJot/AL~ claim that in their computer mlmulationB "the magnitude
of llmulated fluctuations ks typically within 5 to I0 feet of measured
fluctuations, and onIF once varies as much as 18 feet." The~ claim that this
level of accuracI il "significantly greater than the 20- to 30-foot range of
~ariations evident in EPA’m calibration results for the CFEST model." |p.21]

EpA~esponse: EPA has not reviewed Aerojet/ALR’s modeling
results in detail, but Plate B-3 in their submittal appears to
indicate that calibration results for the Key Well are in the
to 15 foot ranqe, contrary to Aerojet/ALR’s claim, this result
is not significantly better than EPA’s calibration results for
the Key Well (shown in Figure C-8 of the Interim RI Report),
which generally range from ~ to ~O feet (not the 20 to 30 feet
claimed in the comment).

XVII.4 Response to 18 page letter with "General comments on and legal
analysis of the Baldwin Park OU FS and Proposed Plan," dated August 10,
1993,
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AJ#2Sg. The pr1~sq thee of thle let of co=eta is the assertion t~Lt there
are "insufficient data to prepsre~ screen, eTaluate and select appropriate
reaHkdlal alternetlves." This set of comments also dup11cstes comments
prowided in other Aero~et/ALR sub~Lttal| on the "plume stabilisatlon"
hyp<)theeis; on whether EPA adequatelT considered the effects of an existin9wellhead treatment pro~ect; on whether EPA considered the impacts of recharge
at the Santa Fe Spreading Grounds; and on the adeque¢~ of EPA’s computer
modeling. One apparent difference between this set of comments and other
col~sents Is an escalation of the rhetoric used to criticize EPA’s p~o~)sel.
Among the �omments directed at EPA’s proposal are ~hst it is "dlscred£ted- by
previous EPA inaction; r&t£onallzed bT "do--tic assertion" rather TJ~an
"existing evidence or reasonable inferences," based on "Risleading"
predictions and analysis that is "funda~entaliy flawed"; and that it "Tiolates
bas.Lc tenets of rational declsion-naklng."

EP~L_~2Q~J~: Despite the flamboyant rhetoric, these comments
duplicate comments made in other Aerojet submittals and responded
to in this Responsiveness Summary. See Response F for a summary
of EPA responses to Aerojet/ALR’s assertion that EPA’s selected
remedy is not supported by adequate data or technical analysis,
and responses to specific comments included in other Aerojet/ALR
submittals.

AJ#260. AeroJet asserts repeatedly that "There is no RI for the Baldwin Park
Operable Unit."

EPA Response: This claim is ridiculous. Commentor interprets
EPAes decision to omit the words remedial investigation from the
title of the Baldwin Park Operable Unit Feasibility Study as
i~lying that no remedial investigation was conducted. As
e~Inined on page one of FS:

"The report also summarizes remedial investigation (HI)
activities completed in the OU area; more detailed
descriptions are available in separate reports (see Section
1.5)."

As explained throughout the Feasibility Study and this
Responsiveness Summary, the remedial investigation for the
Baldwin Park OU included the collection and analysis of data from
hundreds of water supply and monitoring wells installed by’ water
purveyors and businesses; groundwater sampling performed as part
of EPA’s Supplemental Sampling Program; four rounds of basinwide
groundwater sampling completed by EPA in 1988; two rounds of
wellhead sampling at existing wells in 1990-91; well logging and
depth-specific sampling of eight wells in the Baldwin Park area
by" EPA in 1989-91; installation and initial sampling of a
1,540-foot-deep multiport (MP) monitoring well by EPA in Baldwin "
Park in 1991; evaluations of the quality of EPA-collected and
ot~er groundwater data; analyses of the hydrogeology, water
budget, water supply infrastructure, occurrence and movement of
VOCs, and occurrence of nitrate in the Baldwin Park area; the
development and use of a computer model of groundwater flow in
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the basin; as well as analyses of treatment technologies, water
distribution options, and other components of the Baldwin Park OU
remedy.

XVtI.5 Response to two videotapes titled "Aerojet Submission of Nicholas
Pogencheff Testimony, August 4, 1993" [Edited, approximately 3 hours in
duJ~tion].

&J#261. KeroJet submitted three hours of edited videotaped "testimony" in
which Nicholas Pogencheff, consultant to ~eroJet Gencorp, 18 apparently
Intervlewed bT Peter Taft, an attorney representing KeroJet.

E~% Response: The videotapes largely duplicate written co=~ents
provided byAerojet Gencorp. They include minor errors in their
explanation of how the San Gabriel Basin is managed (e.g., they
incorrectly state that groundwater is not exported from the
Basin; they incorrectly identify the San Gabriel Basin operating
limits as 200 feet to 300 feet (actual limits are 200’ to 250’));
they include errors in their description of how contaminants move
from the surface to the groundwater (e.g., they comment at length
on the presence of surface sources of contamination,
h~?othesizing that surface spills or releases have decreased over
tirae, but fall to acknowledge the continued presence of
slc~ificant subsurface sources of contamination); and they make
n~aerous errors in describing EPA modeling efforts. We repeat
here and respond to only selected comments from the videotapes.

¯ Aerojet correctly identifies ways in which EPA could have
increased the complexity and cost of its computer
simulations (e.g., increasing the number of nodes and cells
in the model), and offers hypothetical examples in which a
more complex model would be appropriate, but does not
demonstrate the need for a more complex model as part of the
Baldwin Park OU. See Response C for additional details.

¯ Aerojet criticizes simulations of groundwater flow and
contaminant transport completed by EPA in the 1980s and
presented in Appendix C of the Interim RI Report. These
simulations have no bearing on the Baldwin Park OU remedy.
In their criticism of past EPA simulations, Aerojet asserts
that there are no continuing surface or subsurface sources
of groundwater contamination in the Baldwin Park area. This
criticism is without merit. Significant evidence indicates
the presence of continuing subsurface sources in the Baldwin
Park area, in the vadose zone and as non-aqueous phase
contamination in the vadose and saturated zones. Aerojet
offers no data or analysis to the contrary. See Response B.

260

Appendix B, page 291



Baldwin Park ROD

¯ Aerojet asserts repeatedly that their interpretation of
the hydraulic conductivity of the Baldwin Park areais more
accurate than EPA’s assumed distribution of conductivity.
See Response A (Table of Baldwin Park Area Hydraulic
Conductivity Estimates and accompanying text) and response
to comments AJ#17-21 for a rebuttal to this assertion.

¯ Aerojet correctly notes that EPA used its computer model
to simulate the movement of groundwater in the Baldwin Park
area and did not attempt to simulate contaminant fate land
transport processes (e.g., dispersion and retardation).    As
noted elsewhere in this Responsiveness Summary, EPA does not
believe that it is necessary to simulate contaminant fate
and transport to evaluate or select an interim remedy :for
the Baldwin Park OU. EPA does not state, and did not :intend
to imply, that contaminants move at the same rate as
groundwater. In its comments, Aerojet laments EPA’s
decision to not simulate transport processes but does not
identify any ways in which EPA’s decision affects the
selection of remedy.

¯ Aerojet discusses a "historical matching" exercise
completed during the development of their computer model in
which they acquired quarterly measurements of groundwater
levels in the Baldwin Park area over a 14 year period. They
also describe the resulting "good fit" between simulated and
actual water levels. EPA completed a similar effort, which
made use of quarterly water level data collected over a 12
year period and also resulted in a "good fit." Also see
response to Aj#258 and Response C.

¯ Aerojet states that "we have no idea what the areal extent
[of groundwater contamination] north of that high
concentration [detected at monitoring well WIOWOMWI]." Data
are available, and were included in the Baldwin Park FS,
from at least half a dozen wells north of WIOWOMWI. Also
see Response B for a detailed discussion of EPA’s
interpretation of the distribution of contaminants in the
Baldwin Park area.

¯ Aerojet incorrectly asserts that EPA did not account for
the impacts of artificial recharge (spreading) atthe Santa
Fe Spreading Grounds on the movement of groundwater in the
Baldwin Park area. Aerojet builds on this incorrect
assertion in alleging that this deficiency results from the
"regional scale" of EPA’s computer model. EPA considered
recharge at the Santa Fe Spreading Grounds in the
development of its remedy and depicts its effects in the FS.
EPA’s recommended extraction rates and locations will limit
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migration during periods of significant recharge at Santa Fe
Spreading Grounds. See response to comments Aj#143 and 179,

¯ Aerojet recommends extraction at or near well the ~,nnOil

and OSCO "sources," criticizing EPA’s recommended pumping
configuration for not maximizing mass removal and
accelerating the migration of potential "hot spots." We

disagree with this recommendation, which we discuss in
detail in Response B. Aerojet retracted this recommendation
in subsequent comments. See response to comments AJ#262-

271.

¯ AeroJet incorrectly asserts that EPA ignores the influence
of the Arrow/Lante projects on the movement of groundwater
and contaminants in the Baldwin Park area. Seeresponse to
comments AJ#144 and 145.

¯ Aerojet incorrectly asserts that the reclaimed water

project proposed by the Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal
Water District would have a negative impact on the Baldwin
Park remedy. See response to comment Aj#182.

XVII.6 "Addendum to Proposal for Technical Modifications Optimization of
U.S. EPA Regional IX Subarea 1 Proposed Project Baldwin Park Operable
Unit," November 29, 1993 and 4 page cover letter dated December 2, 1993
[SUBMITTED AFTER THE CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD]

In this submittal, Aerojet, ALR, and the Oil and Solvent Process

Company (OSCO) change Aerojet/ALR’s previously suggested
locations and rates of groundwater extraction in Subarea I.. They

claim that "new data" available after the close of the public
comment period indicating a decrease in contaminant
concentrations in the vicinity of OSCOMW2 necessitate the <Mange.

AJ#262. One o£ AeroJet/ALR/OSCO’= arguments for changln9 their prevlously
recommended extraction rates and locations ks that the "1992-93 winter was the
first anbltamtiaZ wet period in ten years.-

EPA Response: This statement is incorrect. Rainfall, and
artificial spreading, in the previous winter of 1991-92 were also
substantially higher than average.

KJ#263. Aerojet or. el. refer £o monitoring well results from the Aerojet and
OSC~ w011s.aud other "new d~ta available only after the close of the public
comment ~rlod" that imply the need to modifF previously recomnded
ext;ractlon rates and locations. They state that the "early pattern [of water
quality data] =ugge=ted a source area . .. [along] Motor Avenue near O$CO area"
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but %hat more recent data suggest thtt rechtrge "overwhelm[s] the source or
JOU~CQJ.w

y~ es~s: We disagree with the conclusion that recent
sampling data argue against extraction of contaminated
groundwater in the vicinity of the OSCO wells.

EPA"s recommended pumping configuration includes extraction of
contaminated groundwater downgradient of the OSCO facility
because the available groundwater, vadose zone, and chemical
usage data indicate the presence of a continuing subsurface
source of contamination in the vicinity of the OSCO facility.
The "new data" cited by Aerojet/ALR/OSCO do not dispute this
view. The "new data" do show decreases in concentrations of some
contaminants at the OSCO wells, temporarily complicating the
interpretation of these water quality data, but the data do not
in any way indicate that the source or sources of contamination
have disappeared or even diminished. The observed decreases in
contaminant concentrations most likely reflect dilution of
contaminated water by clean recharge water, as varying
groundwater flow directions temporarily cause wells that were
downgradient of the contaminant source to be more cross-gradient.
The effect is likely to be temporary, however. We expect that
the wells will resume their downgradient relationship to the
source (and contaminant levels will rise) as recharge decreases
and groundwater flow direction resumes its more typical northeast
to southwest orientation.

Co,mentor refers to water quality data collected during M~{ 1993.
These data reflect the influence of much higher than average
volumes of recharge at the Santa Fe Spreading Grounds during May
and the preceding several months, as summarized below. The
listed volumes were provided by Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works.

Volumes of Water Recharged at the Santa ~e Spreading Grounds in
1992--93

Volume ~ecbarqed (acre-~eet)

Oct 92 133

Nov 92 5,560

Dec 92 1,670

Jan 93 6,700

Feb 93 6~160
Mar 93 14,310

Apt 93 18~010

May 9~
Jun 93 799

Jul 93 0

Aug 93 2,420
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Aerojet/ALR/OSC0 do not actually list or summarize any "new data"
and do not provide any clear statements as to how the "new data"
justify eliminating extraction in the vicinity of the OSCO
facility. The closest the comment comes is in noting
fl~Lctuations in contaminant concentrations at the OSCO wells and
stating that recharge "overwhelms the source or sources."    We
are unsure of the meaning of the word overwhelm in the comment.
We agree with the comment to the extent that it refers to more
recent data complicating, at least temporarily, our ability to
interpret water quality data from the OSCO wells. We disagree
with the comment to the extent that it implies that recharge has
moved, diminished, or eliminated subsurface sources of
contamination in the area.

KJ#264. In discussing their model£ng efforts, including Plate 3 of their
sub,nittal purporting to illustrate the impact of EPA’a recommended extraction
rates and iocatlons, Aerojet at. el. claim that EPA’a recommended extraction
rat,s= and locations in Subarea I "results in accelerating the spread of
contamlnanta from Well WIOWOMW1 during wet conditions, with no downgrad~ient
containment to inhibit contaminant migration." (p.4)

~PA Response: In response to the first portion of the comment
(asserting an acceleration of the spread of contaminants), we
note that groundwater extraction always accelerates the movement
of groundwater and contaminants within its zone of drawdown,
rec[ardless of regional flow conditions.    In response to the
second portion of the comment (asserting the absence of
downgradient containment to inhibit contaminant migration), we
offer EPA’s particle tracking simulations which indicate that its
recommended extraction rates and locations will inhibit
contaminant migration from Subarea 1 during all expected flow
conditions. The simulation results presented by Aerojet at. al.
as Drawing 3 do not offer any evidence to the contrary. As
discussed in response to comment AJ#266, we do not believe that
the results presented in Plate 3 (as wells as Plates 1-6)
realistically simulate regional flow conditions in the Baldwin
Park area.

A~#265. AeroJot ~t. el. recommend thm following changes (from their August
1993 submittal) in extraction rates and locetionml

¯ reliance on 4000 9pm extraction at the existing Arrow/Lento =luster to
limit the migration of contsuninated groundwater from Subarea ¯ i~i place
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of a new wall along Gladstone Avenue (and in place of EPA’8 race-,mended
pumping configuration).

¯ retraction of the proposal to install a new extraction well in "the
YiclnltI of OSCOMW2

¯ reduction in the £ecommended extraction rate at the new extraction
well at WIOWOMWI to 2000 gpm

TheI assort that their modeling establishes that 4,000 gpm of extraction at
the Arrow and Lante wells will "equal the containment component" of EPA’m
recommended extraction locations (#I0 and 13), maklug EPA’s recommended
locations unnecessary, (p.4)

EPA Response; See Response B for a discussion of the merits of
relying on extraction at Arrow/Lante and the value of extraction
at W10WOMW1. A significant disadvantage of moving extraction
locations from EPA’s recommended locations to Arrow/Lante is that
it would permit additional degradation of the portion of the
aquifer between EPA’s recommended extraction locations and the
Arrow/Laura wells.

Because the Record of Decision recommends, but does not
prescribe, specific groundwater extraction rates and locations,
EPA has not completed a detailed review of the computer modeling
or other analyses carried out in support of Aerojetts proposal to
replace EPA’s recommended extraction rates and locations with
4,000 gpm at the Arrow/Lante cluster. Our own evaluations lead
us to expect that extraction in the vicinity of well WIOWOMW1
will remove contaminant mass, but will not contribute to EPA’s
objective of limiting migration of contaminated groundwater out
of Subarea i. If so, then commentor is proposing to substitute
4,000 gpm of extraction at Arrow/Lante in place of the 8,500 gpm
that EPA’s evaluations indicate is necessary. In their
su~nittal, commentor does not identify what differences in
hydraulic conductivity, differences in interpretation of the
extent of contamination, or other differences justify their
assertion that they can extract approximately 55% less
groundwater and still satisfy EPA’s migration control objective.
Also see response to Aj#122.

A~#266. In the cover latter (p.3), Aarojet at. &l. note that8 (i} spreading
and recharge conditions resulting in the "wet condition" particle tracking
pattern is rarely in place for more than a few months at a time; and (li)
"sigls and sags" in contaminant movement result in the contamlnatlon moving
"not as fast as a steady state aqulfer would predict."

EPA ResPonse: We agree with these two observations.

EPA’smodeling efforts account for variability in rainfall and
recharge, and the atypical but expected occurrence of wet and dry
conditions, by using actual recharge volumes for each three month

265

Appendix B, page 296



Baldwin Park ROD

period between October 1977 and June 1990 as input values into
the CFEST model.

EPA’s modeling efforts account for varying regional flow
conditions, and "zigs and zags" in contaminant movement, in two
ways. First, EPA examined regional flow conditions, and the
performance of various remedies, at four different times (spring
19813, fall 1986, spring 1987 and fall 1989). These four tiT~es
correspond to one period of above average rainfall and spreading,
two average periods, and one dry period. See Figure 7-8 and
accompanying text for the results. Second, EPA used particle
tracking to examine the cumulative effects of alternating periods
of lower than average, average, and higher than average rainfall
and recharge. Zigs and zags are apparent in Figures 7-9 and 12-
2. As discussed in the FS, EPA uses a transient rather than
steady state model to account for variabillty in flow rates and
directions over time.

O

In contrast, Aerojet et. al. attempted to account for variable
rainfall and recharge by completing three different simulations,
but apparently repeating the same rainfall/recharge assumptions
year after year in each of the three simulations. Aerojet’s "dry
condition" simulation (Drawings 1 and 4) appears to assume
steady-state drought conditions every year for 14 consecutive
years.    Aerojet’s "wet condition" simulation (Drawings 3 and 6)
appears to assume extremely high rainfall conditions every year
for 14 consecutive years. We believe that this methodology is
unrealistic and inappropriate since we do not expect a 14 year
drought or 14 consecutive years of the extreme rainfall.
Designing a clean up project to perform in such conditions could
result in a significantly over- or under-designed project.

Aerojet et. al. also present the results of a transient computer
simulation which more realistically assumes varying
recharge/rainfall conditions over a 14 year period, but the
figure summarizing the results is extremely difficult to
interpret (Drawing 7). It appears to contradict EPA’s results,
and AeroJet’s own steady state results presented in Drawings 4-6,
in showing an average northwest to southeast direction of flow.
It also appearsto show particle tracks making an abrupt right
turn on their way toward the Arrow/Lante wells. This behavior is
inconsistent with known hydrogeologic features of the area.

EPA ResDonse: We believe that this conclusion is incorrect and
probably results from Aerojet’s unrealistic recharge assumption
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in ~lich they assume extremely high rainfall conditions every
year for 14 consecutive years, see response to previousco~ent.

We also note that elsewhere in their submittal, Aerojet et. al.
appear to contradict this comment in asserting that their
proposal, in contrast to EPA’s recommended extraction rates and
locations, "does provide hydraulic containment north of the 210
Foothill Freeway [when simulated for wet conditions] ... (p.5)-

A~#268. In the cover letter (p.3), Aaro~et at. al. also assez~ that durJmg
average or drl conditions the Arrow/Lante wells will raoapture contaminated
groundwater that maT have passed the wells during wetter periods.

~~]ZO/I~_~: As noted in the response to the comment AJ#265,
EPA’s modeling indicates that approximately 8,500 gpm of
extraction, not 4,000 gpm, is needed to limit migration out of
Subarea 1 during all recharge conditions. We therefore doubt
that extraction of 4,000 gpm of contamlnatedgroundwater at the
Arrow/Lante wells could satisfy EPA’s migration control objective
during wet or average conditions, or recapture during average or
dry conditions contaminated groundwater that may have passed the
wells during wet conditions.

IJ#269. AeroJet/ALR/OSCO claim that EPA’m recommended extraction wall
locations would "unnecessarily increase the draw of water from the northeast,
pulling both VOC and nitrate contamination from north of the 1-210,"

~PA ResPonse: We disagree; EPA’s computer simulations show that
EPA’s recommended extraction rates and locations are at or near
the minimum needed to contain groundwater contamination in
Subarea i. We have not reviewed Aerojet/ALR/OSCO’s modeling
assumptions, but their conclusion that EPA’s extraction rates are
unnecessarily high probably results from unrealistic modeling
assumptions. One unrealistic assumption, reflected in
unrealistic flow patterns in AeroJet/ALR/OSCO Drawings 1-6, is
described in response to comment Aj#266. EPA’s modeling results
are presented in Figures 7-8 and 7-9.

AJ#270. AeroJet~ALR/OSCO also repeat many of the assertions mmde An other
mubmlttalms "that EPA’m analyses have not been sufficiently detailed to
identify...local-scale disturbances"; that EPA did not consider the hydraulic
impacts of pumping at the Arrow/Lante wells; "EPA’s proposed remedy is not
affe¢:tive Or technically defenslble.’.

EPA Response:    EPA did consider extraction st the Arrow/Lante
wells and believes that its analyses are adequate to support the
selection of remedy. See Response B for a discussion of the
merits of relying on extraction at Arrow/Lante and the Calue of
extraction at W10WOMWI. See Response F for a rebuttal to the
assertion that data collection or analyses are inadequate to
support the selection of remedy.
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A0#271. Aero~e%/ALR/0SCO repeat their comment thee EPA must adeqnatelT
characterize the hydrology and hydrogeology of the aquifer system and b=aln
operlttlon8 before issuance of a ROD for the Baldwin Park OU. Al%ernat/vely,
they recommend that EPA lacorporate -a considerable element of flexlbillt~" in
the ROD° "The precise locations of wales and rates of groundwater extraction
can be adequately identified onlT after the interpretation of comprehensJlve
grom~dwatmr monitoring data."

EPA Response: As described in detail in Response F, EPA
disagrees with the assertion that additional data collection is

necessary before remedy selection.

We agree, however, that additional data collection is needed to
select precise extraction rates and locations.
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ALI~I. ~ Jointly submitted cements on the Feasibility Btudy and Proposed
Plan wLth Ae~o~et General eorporstion and "endorses and includes by reference"
comments submitted bF the San Gabrlel Basin Industry Coalition.

EPA ResPonse: See EPA responses to comments by Aerojet General
Corporation and the San Gabriel Basin Industry Coalition.

JJ~R#:2. Commentor expresses belief "that any interim remedy .o. will bib on
scale that 18 designed 8olelI to achieve effective containment (while
hopefullT mlximillng mass removal)."

EPA Response: As explained in Response B, "containment" is: one,
but not the sole remedial objective for the Baldwin Park area.

ALR#3. Commentor states that "... [other than approximate extraction locations
and rates], virtually everything else about the project is left indefinite...
The relatively undefined state of the Proposed Plan precludes the level of
public partlci~tlon in rasedT development intended h¥ C~RCLA and the I(CP by
leaving much of the design detail, including the important i,auo of treated
water dispomltion, to post-ROD and post comment refinement."

EPA~: Commentor asserts that a lack of detail in EPA’s
proposal limits public participation but identifies only one
project detail missing from the Plan: the disposition of ~-he
treated water. EPA did meet several times with potential
recipients of treated water, obtained specifications of purveyor
distribution systems, and completed detailed analyses of the cost
and feasibility of supplying water to potential recipients.. In
the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan, EPA presents the results
of its investigations: a list of potential recipients; flow
rates, pressures, and locations at which potential recipients
could accept treated water; and a discussion of the advantages
and disadvantages of supplying treated water to each potential
recipient. See pages 9-15 to 9-23, Appendix D, and pages "7-8 of
the Proposed Plan. EPA chose not to specify a single recipient
to allow the public to comment on EPA’s distribution options (the
disposition of the treated water has been an issue of significant
local concern) and also because of uncertainty about some !project
details that affect the relative cost or feasibility of
transporting water to potential recipients. Nor did it appear
realistic to expect potential recipients to commit to accepting
treated water until EPA was in a position to make a reciprocal
conu~itment.

We believe that the appropriate time to reach agreements on the
disposition of the treated water will be in the months after the
Record of Decision is signed. EPA expects to continue, and
pel~aps complete, discussions with potential recipients of the
treated water in the next several months. We note that numerous
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co~ents were received during the public comment period
e~)ressing a preference to supply treated water to the

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.

Lastly, we note that the commentor laments that EPA has left
"much of the design detail" until after the ROD. In fact, the

NCP calls for "design" to follow remedy selection; the usual
sequence is: remedial investigation => feasibility study =>
remedy selection => design => construction. It would be wasteful
and inefficient to complete "design-level" studies pre-ROD that
are likely to be duplicated post-ROD. We have followed this
logic in the development of our proposed remedial action for the

Baldwin Park area.

ALR~4. Commentorpolnts out that the remedy is complicated by "the elaborate
web of Interrelated agencies that administer its water supply and water
quality objectives," the use of the aquifer for drinking water supply ~rud
storage, and significant pumpage and recharge.

E~ Response: We agree. In its Baldwin Park Feasibility Study,
EPA considered and incorporated the effects of pumping and
recharge into the development and evaluation of remedial
alternatives. EPA has also consulted extensively with local
agencies with water supply or water management responsibilities
during the development of its Proposed Plan.

~P,A Response: We disagree. See Response A, which explain:~ in
detail the basis for EPA’s conclusion that remedial action is
warranted in Subareas 1 and 3.

ALIh#6. Commentor asserts thmt "...significant legai issues would be presented
by any attempt to move forward at thl8 time based cn the current
a~,ainistrative record. Specificallyt (i) the NCP precludes remedial action,
ev45n interi~ aotlon, based on inadequate data or, as in the case of Subarea 3,
an almost total absence of characterization information; and (2) the NCP
requirement that the remedial response selected be cost-effective would not be
satisfied°" Couentor continues~ "...even if circumstances where EPA’s "bias
fo:c action" polioI is triggered, a condition that does not exist here, the NCP
makes clear that remedial action should not be taken untll "site data" and
information make it possible to do so," (GO CFR 300.430(a)(1)) and only when
"information 18 sufficient to support remedy selection (Preamble, 55 PR
8704)". Gommentor a18o cites other teKt from the NCP which calls for "a base
level of qualitative risk information" even at early or interim actions, and
the need for EPA to demonstrate that an "motion is necessary to stabilize the
si%~, prevent further degradation, or achieve significant risk reduction
quickly." (55 FR 8704-8705)

Lastly, commentor cites NCP requirements and court decisions that remedy
selection be cost-effective (pc 4-5).
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EPA~~: Commentor does not identify any specific data
deficiencies in this comment. As discussed in Response F and

elsewhere in this Responsiveness Summary, EPA believes that its
data collection and analysis efforts are adequat~ to support; the
selection of a remedy for the Baldwin Park OU and that other

requirements of the NCP cited in the comment have been satisfied.

~%~7, Co--utor recouenda the modified extractlon configuration de¯crlbed
in the "Proposal for Technical Modifications Optimization of U.BoEPA Region IX
Subarea I Proposed Project, Baldwin Park Operable Unit" and a¯serts thai= this
modification makes EPA’¯ recess¯haled extraction location¯ in Subarea I i=oat-
ineffective. Consenter also notes that if the "plume equilibrium" hypo~hhesi¯
advanced by the Coalltion i¯ confirmed, EPA’¯ recommended remedy for 8~area 3
would be =oats-Ineffective.

EPA Response: We disagree with commentor’s claim that the
referenced report establishes that any portion of EPA’s proposal

is cost-ineffective. See response to comment Aj#256, Response B
for EPA’s r~sponse to the referenced report, and Response A on
the "plume equilibrium" hypothesis.

XIX. Comments by Azusa Pipe & Tube Bending Corporation

APTB#1. Consenter describes his business’ s weak financial ¯tutus, incluLding
hi¯ difflcult¥ borrowing money; expresses amazement that solvents couldL have
reached %he subsurface at his Azusa facility; expresses optlmi¯R that %.he
business will be able to complete remedial investigation work r~e¯ted b~ the
Regional Board; expresses concern over "the specter of additional cost¯ of
undetermined amount’; and finally, finds it disconcerting and unfair T/tat "we
find ourselves on ¯ PRP lilt."

EPA Response:    Comments noted. We do not know of the PRP list
to which the commentor refers. Commentor has been directed to
investigate the extent of contamination at his Azusa facility by
the Regional Board, but Azusa Pipe & Tube Bending Corporation has

not, to date, received General or Special Notice of Liability for
contamination at the San Gabriel Valley Superfund sites.

XX. Comments by Chemical Waste Management, Inc.

CWM#1. Commentor describes’potential advantages of air sp&rglng combined with
soil vapor extraction (AS/SVE), in relation to EPA’¯ proposed technology
(groundwater extraction, above-ground treaMent, and distribution of treated
water). Reco~len~e that EPA further invemtigateAS~SVZ.

EPA Response: See Response E.
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XXI. Comments by John R. Glass and Associates

I. C~mmentor, ¯ real estate broker, describes ¯ recently purchased parcel of
landL in ¯ planned industrial park in Irwindale, CA, which ippearm to be in the
"upper ¯re¯" described in EPA’e Propoa~ Plan. Commentor asks how he =an help
the cleanup, and protect himself, the owner, and an7 future tenants of the
Irw$~dalm parcel from liabilitF for the costs of EPA’s proposed clean up.

EPA~: An EPA representative contacted the commentor by
telephone to explain CERCLA’s liability provisions and to discuss
his concerns about the parcel.

XXII. Comments by Greene Company

Gr#1. "l*m glad to sea that we are on the way to cleaning up the ground water,
however, it seems that we are following that famous saying, we have the cart
before the hers.l"

EP~es~p_qIL~: Comment noted.

or#2. "It’s my understandlng that it is Illegal to dump toxic materlal
(substances) on/in the ground, in the sewer or bas£cally anywhere? Pleats. just
¯ ~es or no answer."

EPA Response: A simple yes or no answer would be misleading.
The wisdom and legality of dumping potentially toxic materials
depends on the material’s constituents, its properties, the
amount disposed, and the method of disposal.

Gr#3. "Does your agency or any other agency you know of have ¯ count on the
ama.unt of toxic drain cleaner that is dumped each year?"

EPA Response: No, although we note that if used as intended, all
h~sehold drain cleaner would end up in the sanitary sewer..

or#4o "...wh~ is it illegal to dump toxic material such as drain cleaners but
It’s Ok tO make them?"

EPA Response: Many commonly-used materials such as drain
cleaner, bleach, glues, and gasoline are toxic if ingested or
inhaled in sufficiently large quantities, but are considered safe
if properly used and disposed of.

O~F5. Are the contaminants found in the groundwater the same ingredients found
in toxio dralncleaners?

EP~ Response: An EPA representative contacted the commentor to
clarify the comment. Commentor explained that he is concerned
that common household drain cleaners such as "Drano" or "Liquid
Plummet" may be contributing to the groundwater contamination.
EPA is not aware of any common drain cleaners that contain the
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chic.Tin¯ted solvents or other contaminants found in the
groundwater.

XXIII. Comments by the San Gabriel Basin Industry
Coalition (IC)

Responses 1 through 7 address general comments made by the
Industry Coalition (the Coalition) on pages I-7 of their
submittal that are ~ot duplicated in the specific comments

presented on pages 7-10. Responses 8 through 29 address the
specific comments.

zcfl. co-~entor writes that "input files [supplied to the Coalltlon by EPA]
for many of the monltoring and water supply production wells lacked data on
wellhead and/or screened ~nterwal elevations." (p.Z)

EPA~_~p_qD~fi: EPA has supplied the Coalition with all requested
data in its possession, including elevation data. We note that

construction data for monitoring wells that are not in EPA’s
electronic database are available in paper reports from EPA or
the Regional Board. We also note that EPA has not obtained

construction data for some from old, inactive production wells.

lC#2. Commentor writes that "discussions with EPA representatives have
confirmed t~at data gaps with respect to geographic location and ©ompletion
intez~a~s for some water supply wells continue to exist in the Basin," that
data on Iocatlons/completlon intervals typically require ¯ year or more to be
entered into EPA’s electronic database, and that "these gaps and delays An
updating the data have hampered modeling efforts." (p.2)

~: See response to IC#l. Wo also note that there
were delays in supplying data to the Coalition but that much of
the delay resulted from the Coalition’s difficulties in

identifying which data they sought. These difficulties appeared
to result in large part from the Coalition’s initial insistence
on communicating with EPA only through their legal

representatives who were not familiar with the types or uses of
the data and could not clearly communicate their needs to EPA

staff.

IC#3. In its explanation of its decision to develop a "parallel simulation
capability" using its DYNSYSTEM computer code, the Coalition asserts that
EPA’s C~EST computer code is "not multable for contaminant transport
replication or prediction..., cannot be used to depict OU specific
conditions..., and ham less acceptability and credibility as a modeling! tool-
than the Coalltion’e preferred computer code (DYNSYSTEM) because it is used
less frequently. Commentor also claims that CFEST cannot accurately simulate
effects of recharge and pumping, cannot account for "local variability An
aqulferhydreullm conditions," criticizes other model assumptions, and finally
queltions the CFZSTaodel’s usefulness. (pp.2-5)
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P~~: We believe that these criticisms of the
are for the most part, untrue or misleading. The CFE~T ~i~:~

calibrated for the Baldwin Park area:

o is a useful and appropriate tool to support the
determination of approximate extraction rates and l©~i~:~.~
o Is suitable for contaminant transport simulatlo~s~
o can be used to depict: OU-specific conditions;
o is an equally accepted and credible model (as DY~i~
if properlydeveloped and used;
o can accurately simulate recharge and pumping;
o can account for variability in hydraulic conditi©~
o accurately simulates hydraulic conductivity;
o does not need to account for sorption or degrad~i ....
justifythe need for remedial action;
o makes reasonuble assumptions about vertical
discretization, boundary conditions, and the ratlc ~
horizontal to vertical hydraulic conductivity, an~:
input parameters.

See Response C for a detailed discussion of the role of i .... ~ .....
in EPA’s efforts. Also see Response A for a discussion ©~ ’~,
feasibility of using computer simulations of contaminator
transport in order to predict the rate of contaminant
in the Baldwin Park area. We doubt its feasibility.

EPA ReSDODS~: Commentor does not define "profound" o~ <~
detailed support for this assertion, but we note, in
that our analyses suggest that pumping in the .Baldwin
accounts for only a fraction of the increase in the a~ :
of contamination. Also see response to comment Aj#54~

IC#5. cap.enter makes a variety of arguments that the a~ount of ~,
Subarea 3, or the analyses of the data, are insufficient to just£~
selection. (e.g., see p.4)

EPA ResDonsg: We disagree. See Response F for a gene:~
response to this comment. See Response A for an expla~:~
EPA’s view that additional data collection and analysi:~
unlikely to alter the need for remedial action in Suba~
require any changes in the selected remedy.

ZC#(;. Cementer reconende that ~hhe extraction rates and locati~.~,~
to ~aax~se contaminan£ mass removal. (p.4)

EPA ResPonse: Contaminant mass removal is one, but ~ci!~:
remedial objective Which should be used to guide the ~ii!
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extraction rates and locations. See Response B for a more
detailed explanation of factors to be considered in selecting
extraction rates and locations.

I@7. ~entor |entions (but does not bclude b its ~itten ¢onent8) -ver~
prel|~Lnary" And "hFpothot£cal" computer s~mulat£ons which show ¯ "plume or
plumes wb/ch demonstrate 8t~il£tI over time and eventually dissipate." The
results of the simulations were briefly presented to EPA representatives using
a series of sl~dss at a publio meeting held May.20, Igg3. (p.5)

EPA~: EPA cannot provide a complete response to this
comment since the coalition does not identify assumptions made in
these simulations in its written submittal. We recall, however,
from the May 1993 presentation that one of the critical
assumptions in the computer simulations was a half-life for TCE
of approximately seven years and that this assumption was not
supported with any site-speciflc data. We believe that this
assumption is unrealistic, and suspect that it contributes
greatly to the stability and dissipation of the plume seen in the
computer simulations.

[The following 22 responses are to comments submitted as
"Specific Comments on The Baldwin Park OUFS and Proposed Plan,"
Section 5 of the Coalition’s submittal (pp. 7-10) .]

It#8. "The Coalltlon ooncur8 with EPA’s apparent decision to focus the
Proposed Plan on ¯ remedlstlon (containment) approach, rather then m
Itrgm-scale enhanced water supply project. However, although the selected
alternative is the least intensive in terms of volume pum~ of ell of the
alternatives uonsidered in the OUFS, the OUFS proposes a significant
extrae~J~n program at the downgradlent end of the contaminant plume(s) without
doctuuentetion that such action is necessary to meet the at¯ted remedlal
ob~ectlyes. The rationale stated on p. 9 of the Proposed Plan for cessation of
.per.salons when "¢ontnmlntnt concentrations de=re¯so sufficiently that
continued efforts to limit migration of contaminated groundwater ¯re not
longer necessary" may apply to Subarea 3 no_ww. Furthermore, the OUFS fails to
evaluate and account for the potentially beneficial imp¯o¯ of Subarea 1
pumpsge on ©onSamlnsnt migration in Subarea¯ 2 and 3.

Over half of the proposed extraction rate (10,500 gpm of 19,000 gpm total) is
from Subarea 3. Modellng/monitoring may demonstrate this is not necessary
(espeolalIy with pumping from Subarea 1) resulting in ¯ project with
considerahly lower capltal and O&M costl. Complications resulting from,
distribution of treated water to multiple purveyors would also be reduced.

The alternative of extraction only from Subarea 1 WaS apparently not evaluated
in the FB, although EPA materlsls distributed at the conunlty meeting on May
20 indicated that "extraction in one, rather than two broad �ontam4nated
areas" Was considered."

~: We disagree with the Coalition’s comment that EPA
has not documented the need for remedial action at the
downgradient end of the contaminant plume(s) (the "lower area").
See Response A for a detailed response to this comment, including
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a response to speculation by the Coalition on the importance of
various factors in resisting contaminant migration (sorption,
recharge-induced dilution, degradation, contaminant removal
through pumping, diminished releases to the subsurface).
Response A also explains how the coalition,s claim of "plume
oscillation andretraction" between 1980 and 1990 results from a
misinterpretation of water quality data, and the limited value of
the "Subarea 3 Characterization Study" proposed by the Coalition.

We also disagree with the assertion that action in Subarea 1
diminishes the need for action in Subarea 3. Remedial action in
Subarea 1 will reduce the long-term influx of contaminants into
Subareas 2 and 3, but there is already a substantial area
(several square miles) of high-level contamination present
downgradient of the proposed Subarea 1 extraction locations that
requires remediation. The proposed action in Subarea 1 will not
inhibit the continued migration of this existing contamination.
In addition, there may be subsurface sources of contamination in
Subarea2 downgradient of the Subarea 1 extraction wells. And,
the fact that high-levels of contamination exist now and have
persisted in Subarea 2 for decades after improved management
practices likely reducedthe input of surface sources indicates
that substantial residual sources may exist in the vadose zone
and aquifer within Subarea 2. Furthermore, the existing
contamination is of sufficient extent that, even without a~
continued additional influx of contaminants from Subarea 1 ,Dr
other surface or residual sources, contamination will continue to
move towards the Subarea 3 extraction wells for many years ,Dr
even decades.

EPA ResPonse: There is substantial evidence that groundwater
contamination is spreading into less contaminated and
uncontaminated portions of the aquifer and that the listed
contaminant fate and transport processes (dispersion, diffusion,
and retardation) cannot stop contaminant migration. See Response
A for a detailed response to this comment.

/C#10. "Because the above two comments establish the necessity to collect data
tO substantiate e need for remed~ in Sudmarea 3, remedy selection and d~ssign ks
not approprlateuntll much subarea-sp~clfic data are collected. Protection of
the public health and the environment is currently being provlded via active
and on-going wellhead treatment and continued monitoring. Een=e, there is no
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urgency to J~plemen~Cng any further remedy, and such actLon should bo deferred
unt£1 data are collected whfch demonstrate that such a need trulT exiuts."

~: We disagree that the above two comments "establish
the necessity" to collect additional data to justify the need for
action in Subarea 3. We also see no point in debating the
precise level of "urgency." We believe that the data support the
selection and implementation of a remedy for the Baldwin Paz~
area and, clearly, the sooner the remedy is implemented the less
the contamination will spread into clean or less contaminated
areas. See responses to the two previous comments and Response

A.

I@I~L. "The OUIPS provldel no submtuntlatlon that the downgradlent pumpage will
not conflict with the remedlal oh~ect£ve of Inhlblting migration from ~)re
high~Ly to less contaminated areas. In fact, this concern is stated on p.
7-26,"

EPA ResDons@: We disagree. On page 7-26 of the FS, it is stated
that: "the continued pumping of existing production wells located
outside of the highly contaminated areas can increase migration
into less contaminated areas, ... depend[ing] on the location of
the existing well in relation to the contamination ..." This
statement follows from basic hydraulic principles: that a
pumping well lowers the water table in the vicinity of the well
and that water flows from higher to lower elevations. The
implication of this statement is that extraction should not be
located in areas known to be clean or less contaminated than
nearby areas. Instead, extraction should be located in areas
known to be contaminated at higher concentration than nearh~
areas. EPA’s proposed project is consistent with this principle.
Contaminant concentrations at or near proposed extraction
locations (Valley County Water District’s Big Dalton and Paddy
Lane wells) have consistently remained significantly higher than
at downgradient wells(e.g., San Gabriel Valley Water Company’s
B4 wells). The following table summarizes several years of data
for. peak and average groundwater concentrations for these three
wells.
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PF~XAND AVERAGE GROUNDWATER CONCENTRATIONBFOR SELECTED WELLS
(1980 - 1991 for Big Dalton, Paddy Lane; 8/89 - 1991 for B4B
well; 7/88 - 1991 for B4C well).

We recognize that additional sampling planned as the first
step in the design of theproject may change our understanding of
the precise extent of contamination. These additional data will
be used to select precise extraction locations that best meet
EPA’s remedial objectives of limiting contaminant migration and
removing contaminant mass.

IC#~[2o "The GUFS recognises and states (p. 11-9) that-the CFESTmodOI is
appropriate and applicable on a reglenal scale, and not for local-scale use,
but accurate predIction/estlmatlon of hydraulic conductivitF has still not
been madet and there is st~ll too much biae~,,,rards tests exh~it£ng higher
Yalues. The OT/FG does recognize and state that the hydraullc gradient in the
BPOU area 18 general1r the lowest in the Basin (p. 2-13}."

EPA Response: We believe that computer simulations completed by
EPA to support its proposed remedy are sufficiently accurate for
their intended purpose. See Response C for additional
explanation of the role of computer modeling in the development
of EPA’s proposed remedy. Also see response to comment Aj#I.

IC#13. "~he shape and size of %he downgradient ixtent of Individual sonem of
co~Lami~latlon are typically ~nferred from the estlmated dlrect£ons and
magnitude of groundwater flow and are ~ on~y 8 few cases directl~ ¢onstrained
b~ data from wells" (emphasis added)(p.3-10). ConslderLble uncer~alnty
continues to exist, therefore, regarding the downgrad£ent extent eft he
p1um~(s), preoluding accurate identification of plume/conta~nlnant Rigrat~on.
As a result, the current FG violates the requirements of the NCP in that the
na~are and extent of contamination have not been established to the extent
necessary to select a remedy."

EPA Response: We agree with a portion of the comment in which
commentor emphasizes theuncertainty about the precise extent of
do~gradient contamination, but disagree that this level of
uncertainty precludes the selection of an appropriate remedy or
violates the NCP.

The commentor’s argument appears to be the same as presented in
its "General Comments" and in "Specific Comments" i, 2, 3, and 4
- that the only reasonable test of the need for remedial action
is the demonstration of statistically significant increasing
concentration trends. As described in Response A, EPA believes
that the preponderance of evidence shows that remedial action is
needed to limit migration and remove contamination. We see no
significant evidencethat the contamination will stop spreading
and disappear (i.e., "naturally attenuate") without remedlal
action.

IC#14. "In some sections, the OUFE likely understates the effeot8 of
hlstorlcal ptunpage on contaminant migration (e.g., "a small fraction;" p.
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2-19). This contradicts other sections where shifts in the entire location of
the plume(s) are attributed topumpage (p. 3-23)0 The absence of significant
effe~s ks all~jedl¥ eupportedbymodel£ng results, but there is no indication
where these results are presonte~l."

EPA Response: We see no contradiction between the two
statements. The statement on page 2-19 that "purveyor practices
may have caused a small fraction of the increase in the areal
ext~nt of contamination..." refers to the entire, multi-squeLre
mile lateral extent of contamination. The statement on page 3-23
presents a hypothesis to explain decreases in contaminant
concentrations at two water supply wells along the eastern side

of ~he OU area. Reductions in contaminant concentration at these
two wells imply a small fractional decrease in the total lateral
extent of contamination.

The modeling results referred to on page 2-19 are discussed in
section two of the "Draft Basinwide Technical Plan" (EPA, 1990).

It#l!;, "Maxlmumcontaminant values and, to a lesser extent average values, are
still used for plume delineation purposes. Such delineation should he based on
most recent values for a conslmtent/concurrent period (i.e., not over a 15
month perlod). Figure 3-1 is clearly not a "snapshot in time." Table 3-12
Include8 ¯ 8ummarF of data over a 12 year period and therefore obscures any
contaminant ~Lgrat£on or concentration change trends."

EPA ~_qD_~fi: We believe that it is appropriate to illustrate
the extent of contamination using maximum or average values. In
the FS, figures 3-1 to 3-6 illustrate the extent of contamination
by combining data collected over the most recent 14 or 15 month
period. Despite the Coalition’s criticism, the Coalition
apparently agrees with our view - a figure included in Appendix E
of the Coaltion’s submittal (Changes in TCE Concentration With
Time) was also drawn by averaging data over a 12 month period.
EPA, and presumably the Coalition, believe that figures drawn
using data collected over a shorter period of time would provide
a less complete, less coherent, picture of conditions in the OU
area.

There is no single "right" way to illustrate the extent of
contamination; assumptions must be made in order to draw any
figure.    The "right" way to draw a figure is to make assumptions
that are appropriate for the use of the figure.

For example, i11ustratlons of the geographic extent of
contamination (e.g., Figures 3-1 to 3-6 in the FS) are best drawn
by using data collected over a long enough time period ~o provide
good coverage of the area of lnterest. On the other hand,
illustrations of trends over time are best made by comparing
flq~res each constructed with data collected over a shorter
periods of time. We have included three new figures, Figures RS-
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9 to ii, drawn to illustrate variations in contaminant

concentrations with time.

We agree that the data in Tabl~ 3-2 cannot be used to discern

contaminant trends. Identification of trends is not the purpose

of the table (see page 3-5).

IC#16. "The statement that available data do not show large variations in
contaminant concentrations with depth (p. 7-6)(1} contradicts Figure 3-9, and
(2) i~nores the fact that there are insufficient data to allow any slgnlfic¯nt
conclusions regarding the vertical distribution of ©ontaminants beyond ¯
general charaoterlzation of vertlcal extent."

EPA_~: The statement on page 7-6 is that "the available
data do not show large enough variations in contaminant

concentration with depth to justify selectively extracting from
specific depth intervals ..." This statement does not contradict
the results of depth-speclfic sampling, which does show some
variation in concentration with depth (summarized and interpreted
in figure 3-9). Nor does this statement preclude selective

extraction if future water quality data demonstrate much higher
levels of contamination in selected depth intervals.

IC#17. "The OUF8 states on page 9-4 that the "remedial effects" of recharge of
ext~racted water via spreading are discussed. No such discussion could be
fotuad."

~_B~P_qD~: Brief (sentence or two) qualitative discussions of
the remedial effects of recharge are included in each of

subsections 9.1.1, 9.1.2, and 9.1.3 of the FS. Also included in
section II is a comparison of computer simulations for two
scenarios: (i) extraction of 29,000 gpm of contaminated
groundwater; and (ii) extraction and recharge of 29,000gpm,
primarily at the Irwindale Spreading Grounds (pages 11-6 to ii-

9).

IC#18. "For five individual sites discussed (pp. 3-35 to 3-39) (only t1~ of
which are located in or near the BPOU), the occurrence of TCE and daughter
compounds is attributed solely to degradation, ignoring potential (perhaps
probable) migration from upgradlent ¯reds."

EPA ResPonse: Comment noted. Also see response to comment
Wyn#18.

IC#!19. "The OUFB sppropriatel~ recognizes the need for flexlbility at ~thl8
title in terms of end use of extracted water, including both recharge and
distribution optlona, and flexibility for treatment unit size, cost, and
configuration. However, the absence of ¯ quantification of’costa and ~mpactm
as|feel¯ted with the dLstributlon of extracted end treated groundw~er,
although understandable at thlk tlme, precludes thls FS from �omplTimg with

guidance or the NCP. Because these costs are llkelT to he significant
when compared to the total for each alternative, the WS presents an incomplete
anJtl~sl8 and comparison of the cost effectiveness of the alternatives."
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EPA ResponsQ: Wedisagree with the Coalition’s comment that the
FS does not comply with the NCP or EPA guidance. The FS includes
a detailed evaluation of costs and institutional issues
associated with several distribution options. We believe that
our’ cost estimates are within the range called for in EPA
guidance (no more than 30% above or 50% below the true cost).

It#20. "The OUFG expllcltly fails to aekuo.ladge ~he /.practicability of
squaller zestoratlon (p. 6-10}. The "ARAR Waivers* section on p. 4-16 lists £he
case where "compliance with ARARs is technically /.practicable from an,
engineering perspective" as an ARAR waiver condition. Despite EP& guidance
regarding technical. /.practicability, this is not mentioned elsewhere in the
OUFS. EPA’s PrOposed Plan refers to "complete cleanup of all or portions of
the aquifer* (p. 4), despite EPA guidance and numerous ROD precedents
regarding the technical impracticability of aquifer restoration at comLparable
groundwater contamination sites."

~: The comment is correct that EPA has not
acknowledged the impracticability of aquifer restoration. On
page 6-10 of the FS it is stated: "The remedial objectives do
not: include restoration of the aquifer, not because it has been
concluded that restoration of all or a portion of the OU area is
impracticable, but because the Baldwin Park OU is a first,
interim (rather than final) remedial action."

We are aware of research and evaluations of other groundwater
cor~aminatlon sites identifying factors that may prevent complete
restoration of all or portlonsof areas of groundwater
contamination. We do not believe it is appropriate to reach any
conclusions at this time, however, about the feasibility of
restoration of the Baldwin Park area. As stated on page 6-10 of
the FS, "Additional data obtained during design and
implementation of the remedial action will improve EPA’s ability
to determine the nature of the final remedy (e.g., to determine
whether, or to what degree, restoration is practicable)." EPA’s
position is consistent with current regulations and guidance.

The Coalition incorrectly asserts that EPA’s use of the words
"complete cleanup of all or portions of the aquifer" in the
Proposed Plan is inconsistent with "EPAguidance and numerous ROD
precedents." The words are included as part of the statement
that "EPA is proposing this project in order to ... reduce the
eventual cost, difficulty, and time required for Complete cleanup
of all or portions of the aquifer." This statement is consistent
with, and in fact advocated by, EPA guidance which calls for
i~:erim actions at contaminated groundwater sites to limit
e~ansion of a contaminated area. The Coalition fails to provide
any EPAguidance or specific ROD precedents with which the
Baldwin Park OU Proposed Plan is inconsistent.

ZC#21. "The OtlrrS recognlzes and states (p. 3-29) that significantly less
contaminant nassl8 entering the system than did historically. However, no
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attempt i|made to evaluate the probable significant effects of both this
source reduGtion and the reduction of contaminant mass by other mechanilms on
the overall cont~nlnantmas8 balance."

~~g~D~: On page 3-29 of the FS, EPA mentions the
likelihood that the number and magnitudeof continuing surface
sources of groundwater contamination has decreased with time.
subsequent paragraphs on pages 3-29 and 3-30 discuss, however,
there remain significant subsurfac~ sources of contamination.
The FS does not state, and we are not aware of any evidence
showing, that the rate at which contamination is entering t]~e
groundwater (i.e., the "system") has significantly decreased.
The commentor merely speculates, without offering any site-
specific data, that the rate at which contaminant mass is
entering the groundwater has decreased.

As

EPA and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board have
worked with businesses in the Baldwin Park area to complete the
minimum amount of investigation work needed to locate releases of
hazardous substances, to determine the approximate extent of
contamination, and to determine if contamination has reached
groundwater. The data that have been generated in these
investigations can be used to very roughly estimate the magnitude
of contamination in the vadose zone. EPA does not, at present,
believe it prudent to spend, or to direct PRPs to spend, hundreds
of thousands or millions of dollars on additional investigation
woz~ in order to better estimate the magnitude of contamination.
Furthermore, the absence of historical site characterization data
would probably preclude any identification of long-term trends in
the magnitude of sources until data had been collected fore
period of years.

The broader issue of whether additional effort put into a mass
balance estimate would prove useful in selecting a remedy is
discussed in Response A.

IC#22 (submitted as comment 15a)"With regard to the proposed monitoring
progr~ua, as described in Appendix E. In whatever form it is implemented, the
monitoring program must precede remed~ selection and design."

EPA Response: We do agree that the monitoring program must be
implemented during the time of ~emediaA desiq~, however, we do
not agree that the monitoring program must precede remedy
selection. See Response F for additional explanation of EP~’s
belief that adequate information has been collected and is
presently available to select a remedy.

1C#23 (n~sitted as tenant 15b) "There Is no discussion of the celled;ion of
critical data 8u~h as soils chsttstry (particular1F retardation components)
and hydraulic parameters."

~PA Response:     See response to DTSC comments #5 and 6.
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I~f24 (|~altt~as messene 15c) "The n.aber of new sonitori~g wells is
ezcessive fort he purposes of remedial design."

EPA Response: We do not agrea that the number of wells proposed
in the FS is excessive for the purposes of remedial design. In
response to other comments, EPA has increased the number of wells
in its recommended monitoring program. See response to tom-Lent
AJ#58, Table R S-3, and Figure RS-3.

It should be noted that not all of the monitoring wells presently
included in the monitoring program are exclusively intended for
remedial design. Some are intended for monitoring remedial
effectiveness~ as listed in Table RS-3.

IC#2!; (submitted as comment 15d) "[The] rationale for selection of monitor
well locations, as presented in Table E-2, ks not adequate to pr~wlde an
understanding or both the prlmazT and seconda~T basis for each well."

EPA Response: See Table RS-3 for a revised version of Table E-2,
~hi¢~ provides additional detail on theintended purpose of each
recommended new monitoring well cluster.

zc#26. (submitted am �omment 16) "Although risks are calculated in Section 5,
these numbers do not appear to be dlrectlyused to justify the need for
remedlation or to set cleanup goals, calculated risks are wlthlnthe range of
acueptable risk using CZRCLAgu/danco. The risk assessment faile4 to evaluate
the quantified risk of leaving contaminants in place ~nthe aquifer. At. other
CER~’ mites, natural ¯ttenuatlon ham been ¯c=ep4he~ am ¯ component of the
tamedF and shown to resuleinacceptable risk. The purpose of the risk
assessment, therefore, is unclear."

EPA_~: The purpose of the baseline risk assessment
completed for the Baldwin Park OU is the same as for risk
assessments completed for numerous other Superfund sites - to
determine the need for remedial action by evaluating the
potential threat to human health and the environment in the
absence of any remedial action. In keeping with EPA guidance, it
is assumed in the risk assessment that contaminants are left in
place in the aquifer and that the contaminated groundwater is
served to consumers.

As described on pages 5-18 to 5-22 of the FS and pages 4-5
of the Proposed Plan, the risk assessment included in the Baldwin
Pa~ OUFS examines three measures of risk: canter’risk, non-
cancer effects, and groundwater concentrations in relation to
drinking water standards (EPA and State maximum contaminant
levels, known as MCLs). The magnitude of the estimated non-
cancer effects and cancer risk are in the range in which EPA uses
discretion in deciding whether to take action, but the magnitude
of the groundwater concentrations (both mean andupper 95th
percentile concentrations) are suf~icientlyhigh in relation to
drinking water standards (MCLs) to warrant action.    EPA guidance
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states that "action generally is warranted" if MCLs are exceeded
even if the estimated cancer risk is less than 10-4 and the non-
cancer hazard quotient is less than 1 (OSWER guidance 9355.0-30).

Because EPA’s proposed project is an "interim," rather than
final remedy, EPA is not, at this time, proposing any final clean
up goals for the Baldwin Park area.

EPA agrees that "natural attenuation" (i.e., allowing nature
to take its course in place of any active remedial action) may be
an appropriate approach for meeting limited objectives at some
hazardous waste sites, particularly sites with more readily
degraded contaminants, but not at the Baldwin Park OU.    EPA’s
reasoning is described in Response A.

IC#27. (submitted as comment 17) "The comment in Table 6-2 that wellhead
treatment ks not applicable since "existing downgradlent wells are not
optlma11y located for migration control" may not be relewan5 if pumping[ from
Subarea 3 is determined not to he neoessaq."

EPA ResDQnse: Comment noted. As described in Response A, we do
believe that pumping in Subarea 3 is needed, to limit further
migration of the groundwater contamination and to remove
contaminant mass.

IC#28.(submitted as comment 18) "Despite the potential cost and aesthetic
advantages of a two-Stage air stripper process (p.8-41 to p.8-42) this
configuration was not ewaluated. We bel/ewe that it should be."

EPA ResDonse: We agree that a two-stage air stripper mavhave
cost and aesthetic advantages, as described in the FS on pages 8-
41 and 8-42o The Proposed Plan and ROD allow the use of a two-
stage air stripper, or other variations on single stage packed
tower air stripping if shown to be equally effective, equally
i~lementable, and less costly. We did not carry out a detailed
cost comparison of one- versus two-stage air strippers becaLuse we
believe that such a comparison is more appropriately completed
during remedial design, making use of up-to-date water quality
data. A detailed evaluation completed now would most likely be
revised and superseded as final decisions are made on treatment
facility configuration (e.g., to what extent groundwater from

multiple extraction locations are treated at one or more
centralized locations) and as additional water quality data
become available.

I~F29. (suhmltted as comment 19) "The use of PVC pipe is assumed for p:~es 18"
dlame£er and smaller. This construction material may not be approp!iate for
¢onveTinguntreat~d water with high VOCconcentration8."

EPA Response: The estimated average and peak influent
concentrations of VOCs are not expected to exceed 600 and 2,000
~g/l, respectively. These concentrations are not expected to
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degrade the PVC pipe. However, additional evaluation can be
performed during remedial design to verify this assumption. The
type of material assumed for these smaller diameter pipes does
significantly i~pact the total costs estimated for the remedial
alternatives.

XXIV. Comments by the San Gabriel Valley Economic
Council

EC#I, Conentor "believe| %hat there is enough technicel dart to JuJtif]r the
removal of VOC’8 from groundwater in the BaldwlnPark, Irwlndele and Asuma
eru, ... [and] that ant groundwater cleanup plan mult have moasurable ~esult8
and be the most cost gffective.

EPA Response: Comment noted.

EC#2. "Considering the number of current PRP’s and posslble number of SIHL°s
[i.O,, the ultimate number of PRPI - recipients of "Special Notice" letters],
¯ .. i~ is not euonomically feasible for [EPA’s proposed pro~ect] to commence."

EPA ResPonse: EPA assumes that the comment refers to the ability
of PRPs to pay for EPA’s proposed project. EPA has not completed
its evaluations of the ability of businesses currently under
investigation to fund EPA’s proposed project, nor are we aware of
any independent evaluations of PRP’s ability (or inability) to
pay. EPA will, however, complete its evaluations before formally
asking PRPs to fund the selected remedy.

EC#3. "Revie. and negotiate the $17 million San Gabriel Basin Watermaater
Cleanup P~en [before any cleanup projects commence]."

EPA_~: In comments on EPA’s Proposed Plan, the Main San
Gabriel Basin Watermaster "generally concur Is]" with EPA’s
Proposed Plan and notes that a portion of the Watermaster
Technical Plan for Basin Ground-Water Cleanup closely rese~les
EPA’ s Proposed Plan (see Watermaster comments elsewhere in this
Responsiveness Summary). EPA therefore sees no value in delaying
action to allow for further review or discussion of the
Watermaster Plan.

BC#4L. "Allow fine for the Congroasman Esteban Torrea "Damonstration Project"
bill" to be hoaz’d [before any cleanup pro~ecta commence] ."

EPA Response: Neither the Congressman nor his staff, in ~he bill
or in discussions of the bill, have recommended that EPA delay
currently planned projects such as proposed in the Baldwin Park
Proposed Plan. EPA sees no reasons to delay the selection or
implementation of remedy indefinitely while debate continues on
Congressman Tortes’ bill, nor does commentor offer any specific
reasons.
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It should be noted that Congressman Torres’ bill, H.R. 2853,
calls for remedial action "in the vicinity of Baldwin Park," as
does EPA’s Proposed Plan.

zc#5. "Allow ttme for the development and adm/nistratlon of 8guarantee~ low
interest loan programtoaeaistquallflad huslnesses with hazardous was;te
investlgation and rmmediatlon [before anI cleanup proJacte commence]."

EPA RespoD$~: EPA is willing to workwith businesses to the
extent allowed by law to assist them in meeting their
investigation and clean up responsibilities. Commentor does not
mention any specific financing plans that would warrant delays in
the selectlonor implementation of remedial action in the Baldwin
Park area.

EC#6. "Allow t4me for PRP’m and SNL’8 to formallF organlse to achieve
necessary negotiations with USEPK and to agree on allocation methodologF[before anF cleanup pro~ecte commence]. Develop a more cooperative, less
confrontatlonAl, rmlatlonshLp between ~he USEPA and the PRP organization and
the PRP’a themselves am part of thla organisatlon process."

EPA Response: EPA began to notify parties that they may be PRPs
for the Baldwin Park Operable Unit in 1990 through the issuance
of General Notice of Liability. EPA notified additional parties
of potential liability in August 1993.

EPA believes that it has made special efforts to work
cooperatively with PRPs. EPA invited PRPs to a series of
technical meetings to discuss potential remedies, has engaged in
continued dialogue with PRPs and their representatives, and has
enc;ouraged the use of the services of a neutral third party’ to
help allocate responsibility. In recent General Notice of
Liability letters, EPA offered to supply facility-specific
information relevant to allocating responsibility; offered to
provide a list of experienced thlrd-party mediators; and offered
to help arrange for a mediator. EPA has also expressed a
willingness to consider funding a portion of a mediator’s cost.

XXV. Comments by Trail Chemical Corporation

Tr#l. Commentor thanks EPA staff for appearing at the May 20th public meeting;
requests additional vlmit8 and presentations bF EPA representatives to improve
community underatand4ng of the proposed project.

EPA Response: EPA staff periodically travel the San Gabriel
Valley to meet with representatives of local agencies, business
groups, and other interest groups. Please feel free to contact
EPA at the addresses or phone numbers listed on the Proposed Plan
fact sheet if you have questions or would llke EPA
representatives to meet with an interested group.
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Tr#2. Commentorwonders whether EPA’s proposed proJ~is’inordlnately small-
¯ .. [in a non-technlcal sense] "like two lonely straws"in                                                                         a big pool,"]but
also belleves that estlmated cost of proposed project is "staggering."

EPA~: We suggest that the proposal be viewed as five(or
so) strategically-placed super straws whose presence will lessen
the need for a larger extended family of straws. EPA’s rationaie
for the proposed extraction scheme is described in detail in
section 7 and in ResponseB.

¯ r#3. Commsn~or asks what studies have been �otplet~Sby EPA of the economic
impact of the project on the ¢ommunity~ asks whether EPA has determined that
PRPs have the ability to pay; and asks whether there are "environmental
Justice" issues concerning minority business owners, and employees.

EPA ResPonse:    EPA has completed evaluations of the ability of
many of the businesses currently under investigation to fund
EPA’rs proposed project. EPA has not, however, completed any
evaluations of the cumulative impact of the project, positive or
negative, on the community. You may wish to contact the Regional
Water Quality Control Board; we understand that the Regional
Board has completed a survey of the economic impact of its
investigation and clean up requirements on local businesses.

We are not aware of environmental justice issues raised by our
proposal.

Tr#4. "Is EPA willing to consider an "intercept and remove" technique at
individual weiss, treating the water prior to distribution, rathQr than a
largo investment in a treatment plant~"

e~: EPA’s plan can be viewed as an "intercept and
remove" technique in that it calls for limiting the migration
(i.e., interception) and removing contaminated groundwater from
two broad areas. A large investment in treatment plants is
inevitable as the contamination continues to spread, whether or
not EPA’s proposal is implemented.

Tr#5. C~mmentor asks if "a team of �ommunltT representatives [aan] visit a
Treatment Plant of the type being proposed" and for details on the plants
location, tTpe, costs, and effectiveness.

EPA ResPonse: EPA can supply technical data on the perfo~uance
of VOC treatment systems installed in various location~ in the
United States, but it may be of more interest to you to visit
treatment systems installed in your community. We suggest that
you contact the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority, the
Valley County Water District in Baldwin Park, the La P~ente
Valley County Water District In La Puente, or the San Gabriel
Valley Water Company in E1 Monte. All of these utilities and
agencies have constructed or operated VOC treatment facilities in
the Baldwin Park area.
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SPA Response: Comment noted.

Wyn~2. Wynn 0il objects to the inclusion of and conclusions of section 3.4.4
of the FG. W~nn Oil particularly objects to Section 3.4..4.1, which briefly
describes selected data from soil and groundwater sampling at the g~nn Oil
facility and in Azusa, Californla and discusses the likelAho~that s~ae of
the~ contsmlnamta observed An groundwater are degradation products.

Sp~clflcallT, Wynn Oil states!

I) "it is wrong to select five out of sixty isolated mlte investigations
for discussion In the Report";

2) "the discussion presented �on=erningTJ1e W~u~O£1 mite fails ~ho take
all available data into account and presents a simplistic, speculative
and misleading ratlonallsatlon of the data discussed’;

3) "the discussion in Section 3.4.4.1 either ,hould be deleted from the
Report or limited to a factual presentation of the groundwater ~aallty
data from the WFnn oil monitoring well and thepotentlal sources
Ident£fiad hFLKRWQ~7~ supervised site Inveztigation~ in the v£clnity of
the well."

SPA Resnonse: We agree that Section 3.4.4.1 should have provided
and discussed a third hypothesis: that the contaminants observed
in the Wynn Oil monitoring well may have originated offsite. The
text evaluates only two hypotheses: that the contaminants
observed in the wynn o11 monitoring well were introduced directly
into the subsurface at the Wynnoil facility, or are degradation
products of contaminants introduced into the subsurface at the
facility.

We also agree that the evaluations included in Section 3.4.4 are
s~plistlc and that some of the "conclusions" are speculative.
The evaluations discuss possible sources of contaminants observed
in groundwater using phrases such as "may account for~" "could
have been present," or "the most likely explanation...is" to
indicate the speculative nature of the discussion.

Aiso, we should have included a statement that Section 3.4..4 does
not imply any conclusions about the liability of any parties for
the groundwater contamination. SPA believes that it is in
po~sition to reach conclusions regarding the sources of ~he
groundwater contamination in the Baldwin Park area, but that was
not the intent of Section 3.4.4.
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We do not, however, believe that it is inappropriate or "wrong"
to discuss the five site investigations without discussing all of
the site investigations underway in the Baldwin Park area or in
the San Gabriel Valley. Thepurpose of the discussion in Section
3.4.4 is to briefly examine whether biological degradation of
VOCs may be occurring in the OU area; not to identify responsible
parties. To accomplish this task, we selected facilities where
deep vadose zone and groundwater investigation work had been"
completed and where the investigation had verified the presence
of potential degradation products (dichloroethane,
dichloroethene, or vinyl chloride). We knew of only two
facilities in the OU area which met these criteria (as of mid
1992); we added three other facilities in the San Gabriel Basin
to provide a more representative evaluation.

XXVII. Oral Comments Presented During the EPA-Sponsored
Public Meeting on May 20, 1993

[ManLy of the oral comments duplicate written comments provided by
the same individuals or organizations.]

Oral Comments by Jeanne-Marie Bruno, Metropolitan Water District of
Soul, hem California

Oral#l. Commentor listed potential benefits of ¯ "conjunctive ule operaLtlon"
and @xpressed disappointment that EPA did not propose conjunctive use i~ the
Proposed Plan.

EPA Response: See Response D.

Oral#2. Ms. Brunn "questlona EPA’a treatment and technology selection of air
stripping and vapor phase GAC..."

EPAResmonse: EPA hasnot proposed or selected air stripping and
vapor phase GAC as the only acceptable technology. The Proposed
Plala and Record of Decision allow the use of air stripping and~or
li~aid phase carbon. EPA expects to make a final decision on
treatment technology during remedial design.

Oral#3. Ms. Bruno l£sted -significant commitments" to a conjunctive use
project h thn San Gabriel Basin! near-completlon of a comprehensive
fealibilEtT stndyl plans to release a Notice of Preparation for an"
Environmental Impa~t Report in June 1993~ bench-scala testing on VOCs,
nitrate, and arsenic removal; negotiations for an agreement with the
Water¯aster for storage, extraction, and treatment of water from the Basln~
and the active pursuit of Federal fundlngo
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Oral Comments by Greg MeClintoek, San Gabriel Basin Industry Coalition

Oral#4. Mr, McClintock expressed agreement with EPA’s proposal for
groundwater extraction end treatment in the "upper area., but exprese~l
ser Lous reservatlons about EPA’a proposed action in the "lower area."

EP~p_q~_~: See Response A for a detailed explanation of! the
rationale for action in the lower area.

Oral Comments by Carol Montano,./Sast..Valleys .Organization.(EVO)

0ral#5. Ms. Montane expressed frustration with the length of time it hats taken
to develop the Proposed Plan for the Baldwin Park area but expresses full
Support for the Plan. Commentor also expresses support for federal
legislation sponsored by Estehan Tetras and hope that EPA and PRPs will. reach
agreement to fund the Plan.

EPA RespQDse: Comments noted.

Oral Comments by Rufus Young, Attorney, Burke, Williams and Sorensen

EPA Response: Comments noted.

Oral Comments by Royall Brown, speaking as an individual

era%#7. Commentor presented EPA with a limt of water supply wells and water
qua:lity results and described variations in water quality eJ-ong the li=ted
wells. Commentor noted that some wells south of the freeway show contaminant
levels similar to the Laura well, and concludes that EPA’s olHsrable unit
should address contamination at wells south of ~he freeway, as far south as
Valley Blvd.

EPA Response: This comment duplicates a written comment provided
by Rayall Brown (presumed to be Royall Brown). See response to
RB#2 and Response B.

oral#8. Commentor cr£tlcizes the Proposed Plan for failing to address
conIPamlnatlon in the El Monte area.
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EPA ResDonse: Commentor is correct that the Proposed Plan for
the Baldwin Park area does not address contamination in the E1
Monte area. Due to the large extent of groundwater contamination
in San Gabriel Basin, EPA must prioritize its efforts. Remedial
action in the Baldwin Park area is EPA’s current priority. EPA’s
second and third priorities are to address the contamination in

the Puente Valley and E1 Monte areas respectively. EPA recently
reached an agreement with local businesses which calls for the
businesses to complete a remedial investigation and feasibility
stud~ in the Puente Valley. EPA is also developing a plan for a
remedial investigation and feasibility study in the E1 Monte
areaL. The Baldwin Park Proposed Plan further describes the
stat~s of EPA projects in each area of the Basin.

0ral~9o commmntor bolievss that EPA’s "�ontai--ent" objective Im "wa~a~
over" and "all wrong.- Commentor does not believe that anF of the remedial
altelrnatlwes evaluated in the FeamlbilltT Study achieve real cleanup.
Commentor believes that EPA should emphasize "total pore tonnage of T.he
contamJLnant8- and revise Its plan to achieve "real cleanup."

EPA Response: We disagree that EPA’s emphasis on "containment"
(i.e., migration control) will result in a meek or inappropriate
remedial response. EPA’s remedy will limit the spread of the
co~Snmination and remove a significant amount (whether measured
in pounds, kilograms or tons) of contaminant mass. See Response
B for additional explanation of the rationale for EPA’s
recommended extraction rates and locations.

Oral]f0. Co----entor requested that EPA place additional paper copies of the
Feasibility Study at public libraries. Commentor also requested that copies
of the Remponllvena8| SummarF be provided to all parties offering comments.

EPA ResDoDse: After the public meeting, EPA placed an additional
paper copy of the Feasibility Study in the West Covina Public
Library to supplement the paper copies previously provided to the
Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District in El Monte and
the San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District in Azusa. The
water district offices are open to the public. EPA staff did
speak with a representative of the Baldwin Park library to
determine their interest in making a copy of the Study available.
The library representative expressed no interest in receiving a
copy and was not sent one. Also see response to comment B~#1.

EPA will provide copies of all or part of the Responsiveness

Summary to all parties requesting a copy.
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Oral Comments by Mary Johnson, speaking as an individual

Oral#ll. Ms. Johnson expressed support for EPA’a proposal, noting ~hat EP.A
ham clearly explained the reasoning behind its Proposed Plan. Ms. Johnson
expressed hope tl~t the review and approval process would continue, to allow
the communitI to evaluate and support wAso water qualit~ deois~ons and
actions.

EPA ResPonse: Comments noted.

Oral Comments by Larry La Combe, Sierra Club National Water Resources
Committee

Oral#f2. Mr. LaCombe expressed concern over the dlffer.=ce in estJJ.Ated costs
between EPA’s proposed remedy ($47 million in capital costs) and for a
"conjunotiTe use" project proposed bF Metropolltan Water District ($100
million in capital costs). Mr. La Combe also expressed support for
conjunctive use and concern about who will finance the �lean up.

EPA ~spons~: EPA believes that $47 million as an accurate
feasibility study-level estimate for the capital cost of its
proposed remedy. EPA’s goal in a Superfund feasibility study is
for the true cost to be no more than 50% above or 30% below the

estimated cost.

EPA staff have not reviewed Metr0politan’s cost estimate, but
understand that it assumes additional treatment and distribution
facilities not necessary for cleanup.

Oral Comments by Bill Robinson, speaking as an individual

era]L#13. Mr. Robinson expressed his view that the EPA approach is "best: for
lea=el hot spots," but that conjunctive use is superior due to is "water
conserwakion, water supply, and also water cleanup elements."

EPA Response: This comment duplicates written comments provided
by Mr. Robinson and others. See response to BR#1-7 and Response
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Information Sources for Flgure RS-I

I)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

Initial Results of Shallow Zone Soft Matrix and Vapor Monitoring Well ,Sampling.
Azusa/Irwindale Study Area, San Gabriel Valley. November 19, 1993. (submitted by
Aerojet)

Site Assessnw~ Report for Companion Soil Sampling and Installation and Sampling of
Nested Soil Gas Probes. Former Hartwell Corporation Site, 701 WestL Foothill
Boulevard, Azusa, California. November 9, 1992.

Report for Contaminated Soil Excavation and Removal. California Portland[ Cement,
Azusa Facility. April 1992.

Supplemental A Soil Gas Survey. Conducted at Davidson Optronies, 223l Ramona
Boulevard, West Covina, California. December 7, I993 (submittal was misdal~l 1992).

Preliminary Soil Investigation and Tank Closure Report. Dri-Powr Company, Inc., 735
North Georgia Avenue, Azusa, California. April 1991.

Vapor Monitoring Field Results, Third Episode. Noram Site, 204 South Motor Avenue,
Azusa, California. February 23, 1993.

Installation and Sampling of Soil Gas Vapor Test Wells. Pacific Precision Metals Facility
(AKA Tubing Seat Cap), 601 South Vincent Avenue, Azusa, California, 91702., July 24,
1992.

Vapor Monitoring Well ~’eM Results, Third Episode. RPM-Merit, 145 South Irwindale
Avenue, Azusa California. Ianuary 29, 1993.

Report of Supplementary Subsurface Investigation. Rubber Urethanes, Inc., 968 West
Foothill Boulevard, Azusa, California. December 23, 1992.

U.S. EPA’s San Gabriel Basin Groundwater Quality Data Base. March 24, 11994.

Preliminary August 1993 Soil Vapor Sampling Analytical Results. Oil and Solvent
Process Company, Azusa, California. (Submittal from Chemical Waste Management to
U.S. EPA). September 7, 1993.
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134 Cluster CTC Data (1999-1992)
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Table RS- 1
BALDWIN PARK RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

SUBAREA 1 COST COMPARISON: AIR SPARGING VS. PUMP AND TREAT
¯ ...,, .. , i ii1 ,,

Estimated Cost
Description/Cost Item ($1,000’s)

Construction Elements
Well Systems
Treatment Facility
PipalineslPumping/Blowers

Construction Subtotal

Bid & Scope Contingencies

Construction Total

Services During Construction
Land Acquisition

Total Implementation Cost

Engineering, Legal & Admin Cost

TOTAL CAPITAL COST

Pump/Treat

$912
$4,415
$3,465

$8,792

$3,077

$11,869

$1,187
$650

$13,706

$3,015

$16,721

.Air Spaiging

$5,600
$300
$900

$6,800

$2,380

$9,180

$918
$1,100

$11,198

$:2,464

$13,662

Purveyor Reimbursement ($50/ac-ft)
Electricall Cost - Wells
Electricall Cost- Pump Stations
Electricall Cost - Treatment Facility
Treatment Plant ¯Operations
Maintenance

TOTAL ANNUAL O&M COST

($686)
$864
$360
$173

$1,163
$176

$2,070

Elect- Blowers
Elect.-Vac. Pump

$0
$723
$270

$7
$101
$136

$1,238

Net Present: Worth of O & M Cost
@ 3 Percent
@ 5 Percent
@ 10 Percent

NET PRESENT WORTH
@ .3 Percent
@ 5 Percent
@ 10 Percent

$40,570
$31,819
$19,512

$57,291
$48.540
$36,234

$24,256
$19,023
$11,666

$40,977
$35,745
$28,387
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TABLE RS-2. ESTIMATED EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISKS USING CAL EPA CANCER SLOPE FACTORS (in
place of the slope factors assumed in the Baldwin Park Operable Unit Feasibility Study)

1,2-dichloroethane
,,,.                    , , .....

benzene
,, ,, ,,, ,,,

carbon tetrachloride
,,           HH, , ,.,,,,.

,.,, , ,, . ............ l,, ’    r , ’ , ....... ’ ,’ ,,

ave ~ ave, RME, RME,
ingest in,hal

6E-7 6E-7

2E-7

,, ,, ,     , , , ¯

ingest in’hal.
(oral)

(1) ..... (i!
0.1    0.1
, ,,,,,

0.15 0.15
,,, , ,,, , ,,,

0.03 0.02

0.014 0.0035

O.05 0.05

!I) .,, ,

9E-7

2E-7

9E-7

chloroform                                                3E-7      1E-7
,    , ,,                                                                                                      ,,,,,,

methylene chloride 2E-8 7E-9

tetrach!oroethylen~ 2E-6 .... 2E-6

3E-62E-6

6E-6

tric,hloroethylene,,..,, .... ,,

TOTAL RISK (using CAL EPA cancer
slope factors) ¯            , ....

TOTAL RISKREPORTED IN BALDWIN
PARK OUFS (4/2/93)

ingest inhal

3E-6 3E-6

7E-7 7E-7

5E-6 5E-6

IE-6 7E-7

7E-8 2E-8

IE-5 IE-5

IE-5 2E-5

4E-5

.... ,, i ,, I, ,,,,,

7E-6 3E’5

6E-6 6E-6 3E-5 (2)

NOTES:

3E-5

(I) Cancer slope factors listed in Table 5-7 of Baldwin Park OU Feasibility
Study are assumed since comment did not disagree with cancer slope factors used
for these compounds.

(2) Estimate incorrectly reported in Baldwin Park FS as 4E-5
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Well No. Total Perfortted Intervals (ft):
Depth ........................................................ -- - .......
(rt) 1st 2-d 3rd 4~ fth 6th 7~ Mooftortng Wetl Purpose

, , j , ,, ,,, ,, ..... ,, - __ ,,,,,,, ,,,, , ,,,,

MWS-I7 700 500-510 6~0-690 Pruvlde tdd~onal data on th~ lateral tnd vertical extent of conLsrnin~ion
away from ftc,U~t~es in Subarea 1

MW5.154 600 450-460 580-590

:S.b~ect to revblon/ehange.
~P monitoring well- other per/orated intervals= l,O00-Z,OtO~ 1,200-1,210; t,400-I,410; 1,600-I,~10; 1,780-1790
sMP mortitor/ng wcl/- other perforated ~ncerveI~- l,O00-1,OIO; ~,100-I,110; Z,180-I,190
"To be: loczted at corresponding extraction well clu~rter site.

Monitoring at Cluster lO to I~Vid¢ deeper contaminant data for fe~’n~ia!


